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ABSTRACT
R e se a r c h  f i n d i n g s  on o b s e r v e r s '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t  
d e p e n d in g  upon  outcom e v a l e n c e  ( p o s i t i v e ,  n e g a t i v e )  and i n t e n s ­
i t y  ( lo w ,  h ig h )  have b e e n  i n c o n s i s t e n t .  H owever, r e s e a r c h  on  
H e i d e r ' s  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  
outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  d ep en d s  u p on  th e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  i n t e r ­
a c t i o n  b e tw e e n  a c t o r  and e n v iro n m en t a s  o b j e c t i v e l y  d e p i c t e d  
i n  a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  a t  e a ch  l e v e l  ( a s s o c i a t i o n ,  c o m m iss io n ,  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ) . P o s s i b l y  
r e s e a r c h e r s  h a v e  fo u n d  i n c o n s i s t e n t  e f f e c t s  due t o  outcom e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and i n c o n s i s t e n t  s u p p o r t  f o r  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b ­
u t i o n  b e c a u s e  t h e y  u s e d  s i t u a t i o n s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  d i f f e r e n t  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
S i m i l a r l y ,  r e s e a r c h  on  a c t o r s  and o b s e r v e r s  h a s  fou n d  
p a t t e r n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  m o t i v e s  o f  a c t o r s  and o b s e r v e r s  
im p l i e d  by d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n .  P o s s i b l y  p a t t e r n s  o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t  r e f l e c t i n g  t h e s e  m o t i v a t i o n a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s  depend  u p on  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  among 
c a u s a l  a g e n t s  a t  e a c h  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  H en ce , a m ajor  
o b j e c t i v e  w as t o  exam in e  a t  w h ic h  l e v e l s  o b s e r v e d  p a t t e r n s  
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t  b y  a c t o r s  and o b s e r v e r s  w ou ld  
i n d i c a t e  th e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  and s e l f -  
i n t e r e s t  .
F i n a l l y ,  b a s e d  o n  t h e  t h e o r y  o f  o b j e c t i v e  s e l f - a w a r e n e s s ,  
a  s e c o n d  o b j e c t i v e  w as t o  d e te r m in e  i f  i n c r e a s i n g  a c t o r s ’ s e l f -  
a w a r e n e s s  (SA a c t o r s )  w ou ld  a f f e c t  t h e i r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y
i x
a s s ig n m e n t  r e l a t i v e  t o  a c t o r s  w i t h o u t  i n c r e a s e d  s e l f - a w a r e n e s s .
S i x t y  m ale s t u d e n t s  were o b s e r v e r s ,  a c t o r s ,  or  SA a c t o r s  
who w e re  e x p o se d  t o  t h e i r  v i s u a l  im age v i a  m i r r o r s .  F or  ea ch  
o f  20 h y p o t h e t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n s  r e p r e s e n t i n g  a  5 x  2 x  2 f a c t o r ­
i a l  arra n g em en t o f  l e v e l ,  v a l e n c e  and i n t e n s i t y ,  S s  i n d i c a t e d  
how much th e y  ( f o r  a c t o r s )  or  t h e  c e n t r a l  c h a r a c t e r  ( f o r  
o b s e r v e r s )  were r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  ou tco m e.
R e s u l t s  showed t h a t  th e  e f f e c t  o f  ou tcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
on o b s e r v e r s '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t  d ep en d ed  upon l e v e l .
At t h e  p o l a r  l e v e l s  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  t h e  
e f f e c t  o f  outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  was r a t h e r  m in im a l,  t h e r e b y  
n o t  c o n fo r m in g  t o  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  p r e d i c t i o n s .  H ow ever,  
a t  t h e  i n t e r m e d i a t e  l e v e l s  ( c o m m is s io n ,  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i ­
f i c a t i o n )  , outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  had a n  e f f e c t .  The p a t t e r n  
a t  t h e  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  l e v e l  c o n fo rm ed  r a t h e r  w e l l  w i t h  d e f e n s ­
i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  p r e d i c t i o n s  b u t  o n l y  somewhat a t  th e  c o m m iss io n  
l e v e l .  The p a t t e r n  a t  th e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  l e v e l  was o p p o s i t e  t o  
d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  p r e d i c t i o n s .
S i m i l a r  p a t t e r n s  w ere e x h i b i t e d  i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  r o l e .
As s u c h ,  th e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a l  p e r c e p t u a l  a n d /o r  
m o t i v a t i o n a l  b i a s e s  im p l ie d  b y  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n ,  s e l f -  
i n t e r e s t ,  and s e l f - a w a r e n e s s  w as n o t  i n d i c a t e d .  The r e s u l t s  
were i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  r o l e ,  Ss  
w ere e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  c a u s a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  a t  e a c h  l e v e l  and  
a s s i g n i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  from a n  o b j e c t i v e  d e ta c h e d  p e r s p e c t ­
i v e  r a t h e r  th a n  from  d i f f e r e n t i a l  s u b j e c t i v e  p e r s p e c t i v e s .
INTRODUCTION
The a t t r i b u t i o n  p r o c e s s  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  te n d e n c y  o f  an 
i n d i v i d u a l  t o  make i n f e r e n c e s  a b o u t  t h e  p e r s o n a l  d i s p o s i ­
t i o n s  o f  p e o p l e  w hose  b e h a v i o r  t h e y  h a v e  o b s e r v e d .  
I n f e r e n c e s  o r  " a t t r i b u t i o n s "  a b o u t  a  p e r s o n ' s  a t t i t u d e s ,  
a b i l i t i e s ,  m o t i v e s ,  and o t h e r  p e r s o n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n s  
s e r v e  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  c a u s a l  a n t e c e d e n t s  o f  th e  p e r s o n ' s  
b e h a v i o r .  For e x a m p le ,  a  p r o f e s s o r  may a t t r i b u t e  a  
s t u d e n t ’ s  s u c c e s s  ( o r  f a i l u r e )  on a n  exam t o  h i s  own  
e f f e c t i v e  ( o r  i n e f f e c t i v e )  t e a c h i n g  o r  t o  th e  s t u d e n t ' s  
a b i l i t y  ( o r  l a c k  o f  a b i l i t y )  i n  t h e  c o u r s e .
Over r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  a t t r i b u t i o n  r e s e a r c h  h a s  d e a l t  w ith  
a w id e  v a r i e t y  o f  t o p i c s  r a n g i n g  from  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  
a t t i t u d e s  and a b i l i t i e s  t o  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  o p i n i o n s  
and e m o t io n s .  A g e n e r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  
p r o c e s s  a s  v ie w e d  b y  t h e  p r e s e n t  a u th o r  f o l l o w s .  The o v e r ­
a l l  p u r p o se  o f  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  i s  t o  f o c u s  on on e  p a r t i c u ­
l a r  a r e a  o f  a t t r i b u t i o n  r e s e a r c h ,  n a m ely  r e s e a r c h  t h a t  has  
d e a l t  w i t h  t h e  " a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a u s a l i t y "  and " a ss ig n m e n t  
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . "
R e se a r c h  on  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and a s s i g n ­
m ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  h a s  r e v o l v e d  arou n d  two g e n e r a l  
i s s u e s .  The i s s u e s  may b e  s t a t e d  a s  f o l l o w s .  G iv e n  a  
se q u e n c e  o f  e v e n t s  t h a t  i n v o l v e s  one o r  more p e o p l e  whose  
b e h a v io r  l e a d s  t o  a  p a r t i c u l a r  ou tcom e, ( 1 )  "What f a c t o r s  
i n f l u e n c e  an  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  ' a t t r i b u t i o n s '  ab ou t t h e
2
c a u s e -a n d -e f fe c t  r e la t io n s h ip s  which serve  to  e x p la in  a 
p erso n ’s  a c t io n s  and th e  r e s u lta n t  outcome?" and (2 ) "What 
f a c to r s  in f lu e n c e  th e  degree to  which an in d iv id u a l h o ld s  
th e  person  ’r e sp o n s ib le ' fo r  th e  outcome?"
R esearch ers have a ss ig n ed  a ra th er  g en era l mean­
in g  to  th e  concept o f  " r e sp o n s ib ility "  in  th e  m a jo r ity  o f  
p a s t  r e sea r ch . As viewed in  p a s t  r e sea r ch , r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
h as not t y p ic a l ly  been o p e r a t io n a lly  or s p e c i f i c a l l y  
d efin ed  as e i th e r  "moral" or " legal"  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  
R e s p o n s ib il ity  has a more s u b je c t iv e ,  judgm ental, or phenom­
e n o lo g ic a l m eaning. Sim ply p u t , i f  a p erson  i s  h eld  
r e s p o n s ib le , then  th e  person  m ight be thanked fo r  som ething  
"good" th a t  happens o r  blamed fo r  som ething "bad" th a t  
happens. T h erefo re , in  th e  most g en era l s e n se , " assign ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty "  has re fe rr e d  to  what e x te n t  a person  
i s  p henom en alogica lly  c r e d ite d  w ith  th e  p rod u ction  o f  an 
outcome.
T h e o r e t ic a l ly ,  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  and a s s ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  are r e la t e d . The u n d er ly in g  n o tio n  
in  a l l  co n cep tu a l approaches to  th e  a t tr ib u t io n  p ro c e ss  i s  
th a t  an in d iv id u a l 's  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  a 
person  depends on th e  in d iv id u a l 's  a t tr ib u t io n s  about th e  
c a u sa l a n teced en ts  o f  the p e r s o n 's  a c t io n s  and r e s u lta n t  
outcome. As m ight be ex p ected , th o se  fa c to r s  which in f l u ­
ence an in d iv id u a l 's  a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  a ls o  in f l u ­
ence th e  in d iv id u a l’s  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
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F or  exam p le , "both a p r o f e s s o r  and a s t u d e n t  a r e  n o r m a l ly  
in v o l v e d  i n  p r o d u c in g  an  outcom e o f  s tu d e n t  s u c c e s s  (o r  f a i l u r e )  
on an  exam. The p r o f e s s o r  may a t t r i b u t e  t h e  s t u d e n t ’ s  
s u c c e s s  ( o r  f a i l u r e )  p a r t i a l l y  t o  h i s  own e f f e c t i v e  
( o r  i n e f f e c t i v e )  t e a c h i n g  a b i l i t y  and p a r t i a l l y  t o  th e  
s t u d e n t ' s  a b i l i t y  (o r  l a c k  o f  a b i l i t y ) ,  and i n  t u r n ,  h o ld  
h i m s e l f  and t h e  s t u d e n t  p a r t i a l l y  r e s p o n s ib l e  f o r  t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  
s u c c e s s  ( o r  f a i l u r e )  on t h e  exam.
O v erv iew  o f  t h e  A t t r i b u t i o n  P r o c e s s
The f o l l o w i n g  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  p r o c e s s  
h a s  b e e n  d e s ig n e d  t o  a c c o m p l i s h  two g o a l s .  The f i r s t  g o a l  
i s  t o  in t r o d u c e  t h e  g e n e r a l  c o n c e p t s ,  b a s i c  p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  
and e x p e r im e n t a l  f a c t o r s  t h a t  h a v e  r e c e i v e d  m a jo r  a t t e n t i o n  
i n  c o n c e p t u a l  and e x p e r im e n ta l  a p p ro a c h e s  to  t h e  " a t t r i b ­
u t i o n  o f  c a u s a l i t y "  and " a ss ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . "
The se c o n d  g o a l  i s  t o  d e l i m i t  t h e  a r e a  o f  a t t r i b u t i o n  
r e s e a r c h  t h a t  i s  o f  m ajor  i n t e r e s t  i n  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y .
T hree fu n d a m en ta l p r o p o s i t i o n s  are  i n v o l v e d  i n  a l l  
c o n c e p t u a l  a p p ro a c h e s  t o  t h e  a t t r i b u t i o n  p r o c e s s .  Each 
p r o p o s i t i o n  w i l l  be  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t u r n .  To i l l u s t r a t e  t h e s e  
p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  e v e n t s  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  and 
expanded: ( l )  a  p e r s o n  buys a  f r i e n d  a b e e r ,  ( 2 )  a  p e r so n  
s a v e s  a boy from  d row n in g , ( 3 )  a  p e r s o n  f a i l s  a n  exam, and 
(*}-) a  p e r s o n  k i l l s  a  man.
These ev en ts  d i f f e r  in  two im portant ways th a t are  r e le  
vant to  th e  b a sic  p r o p o s it io n s  o f  the a t tr ib u t io n  p r o c e s s .  
F ir s t ,  th e  consequences or outcome o f  th e  p erso n ’s a c t io n s  
d i f f e r  in  terms o f  p o s i t i v i t y  and n e g a t iv i ty  ( e .g .  " sav in g  
a boy from drowning" versu s " k i l l in g  a man"). Secon d ly , 
an in d iv id u a l may be th e person  who a c t s  in  each s i t u a t io n  
or may m erely be a n o n -a c tin g  w itn e ss  o f  another p e r s o n 's  
a c t io n s  in  each s i t u a t io n .  For example, th e  in d iv id u a l  
h im se lf  may "buy a fr ie n d  a beer" or may m erely w itn e ss  
another person "buy a fr ie n d  a b eer ."  These d if fe r e n c e s  
have rece iv ed  m ajor a t te n t io n  from re sea r ch e r s  who have 
attem pted to  d e l in e a te  th e in f lu e n c e  o f  outcome c h a r a c te r ­
i s t i c s  ( e .g .  d egree o f  p o s i t i v i t y  or n e g a t iv i ty )  and th e  
p e r sp e c t iv e  or r o le  o f  the in d iv id u a l ( e . g .  a c t iv e  p a r t i c i ­
pant o r  n o n -a c tin g  w itn e ss )  on a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  
and assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
The p r o p o s it io n  most fundam ental to  th e  a t tr ib u t io n  
p r o c e ss  i s  th a t when an in d iv id u a l o b serv es  h is  own a c t io n s  
or th e  a c t io n s  o f  o th e r  p eop le  in  a p a r t ic u la r  s i t u a t io n ,  
th e in d iv id u a l i s  o f te n  m otivated  to  e s t a b l i s h  s u f f i c i e n t  
rea so n s fo r  th e a c t io n s  th a t  were taken and the r e s u lta n t  
outcom e. Now, a s  th e  exam ples i l l u s t r a t e ,  an in d iv id u a l  
may be e ith e r  an a c to r  or an ob server  o f  an even t. As 
su ch , th e in d iv id u a l who i s  an a cto r  may be m otivated  to  
e x p la in  h is  own a c t io n s  and r e s u lta n t  outcome w hile th e  
in d iv id u a l who i s  an ob server may be m otivated  to e x p la in
a n oth er  p e r s o n 's  a c t io n s  and r e s u lta n t  outcom e. F u rth er­
m ore, th e  n a tu re  o f  th e  produced outcome in  term s o f  p o s i ­
t i v i t y  or  n e g a t iv i t y  may d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t  th e  ty p e s  
o f  c a u sa l a t t r ib u t io n s  and th e  amount o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
a ss ig n e d  by a c t o r s  and o b se r v e r s .
The second fundam ental p r o p o s it io n  i s  th a t  in form a­
t i o n  p r o c e s s in g  i s  b a s ic  to  th e  a t t r ib u t io n  p r o c e s s . The 
in d iv id u a l ,  a s  an a c to r  or o b se r v e r , accum ulates and 
e v a lu a te s  a v a i la b le  in fo r m a tio n  about e v e n ts  in  o rd er  to  
d eterm in e th e  m ost p la u s ib le  and rea so n a b le  ex p la n a tio n  
f o r  th e  observed  a c t io n s  and outcom e. The in d iv id u a l i s  
assumed to  p r o c e s s  a v a i la b le  in fo rm a tio n  about th e  a c tu a l  
sequence o f  e v e n ts ,  th e  b eh a v io r  o f  th e  p eo p le  who were 
in v o lv e d , th e  environm ental s e t t in g ,  and th e  e x ten u a tin g  
c ircu m sta n ces  th a t  f a c i l i t a t e d  or in h ib i t e d  th e  observed  
a c t io n s  and outcom e. Based on th e  p r o c e s s in g  o f  t h i s  
in fo r m a tio n , th e  in d iv id u a l a r r iv e s  a t  a d e c is io n  a s  to  
w hich  o f  s e v e r a l  a l t e r n a t iv e  e x p la n a tio n s  fo r  th e  a c t io n s  
ta k en  and th e  outcome produced i s  th e  m ost p la u s ib le  or  
r e a so n a b le .
T his second  p r o p o s it io n  im p lie s  th a t  an in d iv id u a l  
p r o c e s s e s  a g r e a t  d ea l o f  in fo rm a tio n  in  making c a u s a l  
in fe r e n c e s  and in  a s s ig n in g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  However, in  
th e  exam ples o f  a c t io n  seq u en ces d is c u s s e d  above, th e  
a v a ila b le  in fo rm a tio n  i s  q u it e  l im it e d .  For exam ple, 
n o t ic e  th a t in  th o se  a c t io n  sequences o n ly  one p erso n  a c ts
and th e outcome i s  a d ir e c t  r e s u l t  o f  h is  a c t s .  Thus, 
based on th e  a v a i la b le  in fo rm a tio n  in  each c a s e ,  a lte r n a ­
t i v e  c a u sa l e x p la n a tio n s  fo r  th e outcome are v ir t u a l ly  
n o n - e x is t e n t .
A lso n o t ic e  th a t  numerous in fe r e n c e s  co u ld  be made
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about th e  c a u s a l a n teced en ts  o f  th e  p e r so n 's  a c t io n s ,  but 
v ir t u a l ly  no in fo rm a tio n  i s  g iv en  to  support o r  su ggest  
th e  p l a u s i b i l i t y  o f  such in f e r e n c e s .  For exam ple, "Was 
th e  person  who bought a fr ie n d  a b ee r  r e c ip r o c a t in g  a 
p rev io u s  favor?"  o r  "Was th e  p erso n  who saved th e  boy 
from drowning th e  o n ly  o th er  p erso n  a t  the beach?" or  
"Did th e  p erso n  who f a i l e d  th e  exam study?" o r  "Did the  
p erson  who k i l l e d  th e  man do so in te n t io n a lly ? "  Thus, i f  
th e  on ly  in fo rm a tio n  a v a ila b le  to  th e  a t tr ib u to r  i s  a 
sim ple a c t io n  sequence such a s ,  "a person  buys a fr ie n d  
a b e e r ," th en  a l l  ev id en ce  p o in t s  to  the p erso n  a s  the  
s o le  c a u sa l agen t in  producing th e  outcome and th e  person  
would l i k e l y  be h e ld  t o t a l l y  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  th e  outcom e.
However, an a t tr ib u to r  u s u a l ly  has a g r e a t  d ea l more 
in fo rm a tio n  about h i s  own a c t io n s  o r  another p e r so n 's  
a c t io n s  and th e  c ircu m sta n ces surrounding th o s e  a c t io n s .  
T h erefo re , each  s i t u a t io n  may be expanded to  in c lu d e  more 
in fo rm a tio n  and th e  im pact o f  t h i s  a d d it io n a l in form ation  
may be examined r e la t iv e  to  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and 
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
A d d i t i o n a l  in f o r m a t io n  a b o u t  e a ch  a c t i o n  seq u en ce
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might bei ( l )  the p e r so n ’ s fr ie n d  had no money and asked 
th e person  to  buy him a b eer , (2 )  th e  person  was the o n ly  
person around who co u ld  swim and save the boy from drown­
in g , (3 ) th e person sta y ed  up a l l  n ig h t  stu d y in g  fo r  the  
exam and was not a l e r t  when ta k in g  th e exam, or (*0 the  
person was d r iv in g  and ran over a man who step ped  out 
from behind a parked c a r .
In th e s e  expanded s i t u a t io n s ,  more in form ation  i s  
now a v a ila b le  not o n ly  about th e  p erso n ’ s a c t io n s  but a ls o  
about environm ental f o r c e s  which in flu en ced  th e  a c tio n s  
taken and th e  outcome produced. There now e x i s t s  a some­
what g lo b a l dichotomy o f  c a u sa l a g e n ts , namely "the person"  
and "the environm ental fo rces"  which a f f e c t  th e  p erson ’s  
a c tio n s  and the outcom e. The a v a i la b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  addi­
t io n a l  in form ation  im p lie s  th a t  th e  a t tr ib u to r  must d ea l 
w ith  th e  nature o f  th e  in te r a c t io n  between th e  person and 
environm ental fo r c e s  in  a r r iv in g  a t  p la u s ib le  ex p la n a tio n s  
fo r  th e a c t io n s  and th e  outcome, in  a t tr ib u t in g  c a u s a l i ty ,  
and in  a ss ig n in g  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
The r e s u lt in g  in form ation  p ro ce ss in g  ta sk  o f  the 
a t tr ib u to r  might be co n ce p tu a lize d  as fo l lo w s . F ir s t ,  th e  
a t tr ib u to r  p ro ce sse s  th e  a v a ila b le  in form ation  to  a s s e s s  
the r e la t iv e  c o n tr ib u t io n  o f  th e  person and th e  environ­
m ental fo r c e s  in  c a u s in g  the p e r so n 's  a c t io n s  and the 
outcome. Second, to  th e  ex ten t th a t  e x te r n a l environm ental 
fo r c e s  are ru led  ou t a s a p o ten t c a u sa l agent in  producing
th e p e r s o n 's  a c t io n s  a n d /o r  outcom e, th e  a t t r ib u t o r  makes 
c a u sa l a t t r ib u t io n s  about th e  in te r n a l  p e r so n a l m o tiv es  
or d is p o s i t io n s  o f  th e  p erso n  which serv e  to  e x p la in  h is  
a c t io n s .  F in a l ly ,  based  on th e s e  c a u s a l a t t r ib u t io n s  
con cern in g  th e  p e r s o n 's  a c t io n s  and th e  outcom e, th e  a t t r ib  
u to r  a s s ig n s  r e la t iv e  amounts o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  th e  
c a u sa l a g e n ts .  For exam ple, an in d iv id u a l may a s s ig n  l e s s  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  a p erso n  when th e  outcome i s  a t tr ib u te d  
p u rely  to  environm ental f a c t o r s  such a s  "chance" than  when 
th e  outcome i s  a t tr ib u te d  to  in t e r n a l  d i s p o s i t io n s  such a s  
th e " c a r e le ss"  or "prem editated" a c t io n s  o f  th e  p erso n .
As m ight be ex p ec te d , th e  way in  w hich th e  a t t r ib  
u to r  d e a ls  w ith  th e a v a i la b le  in fo rm a tio n  i s  a f f e c t e d  by 
th e  p e r s p e c t iv e  or r o l e  o f  th e  a t t r ib u to r  and th e  n atu re  
o f  th e outcom e. Thus, th e  th ir d  fundam ental p r o p o s it io n  
in  co n ce p tu a l approaches to  th e  a t t r ib u t io n  p r o c e ss  i s  th a t  
th e d egree to  which an in d iv id u a l h o ld s  h im s e lf  or an oth er  
person  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  th e  occu rren ce o f  an outcome may n o t  
be sim ply  th e  r e s u l t  o f  an o b je c t iv e  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  c a u se -  
a n d -e f fe c t  r e la t io n s h ip s  in  an e v e n t . D epending upon h is  
r o le  o r  p e r s p e c t iv e  i n  an even t (a c to r  or o b serv er) and 
upon outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ( p o s i t i v i t y  o r  n e g a t i v i t y ) , 
th e  a t t r ib u t o r  l i k e l y  has p e r c e p tu a l an d /or  m o t iv a t io n a l  
b ia s e s  to  lo c a te  c a u s a l i t y  and a s s ig n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  
d if f e r e n t  c a u sa l a g e n ts . These b ia s e s  le a d  to  m o d if ic a ­
t io n s  o r  d is t o r t io n s  t h a t  would n o t be p r e se n t  i f
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a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  were th e  r e s u l t  o f  a p u r e ly  
o b je c t iv e  a n a ly s is  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  These m o d if ic a t io n s  or  
d is t o r t io n s  o f  c a u sa l a t t r ib u t io n s  a ls o  lea d  to  a c o r r e ­
sponding m o d if ic a tio n  or d is t o r t io n  in  assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
For exam ple, suppose a person  i s  r o l l in g  a n a ir  o f  
d ic e  in  a gam bling s i t u a t io n .  O b je c t iv e ly , g iven  th e  
d ic e  are f a i r ,  a w inning t o s s  or a lo s in g  t o s s  i s  due 
p u rely  to  chance. However, an in d iv id u a l who throws th e  
d ic e  may a t tr ib u te  c a u s a l i ty  to  h im se lf  ra th er  than to  
o th e r  environm ental fo r c e s  ( e .g .  chance) and take more 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  a p o s i t iv e  outcome ( e .g .  a w inning to s s )  
than fo r  a n e g a tiv e  outcome ( e .g .  a lo s in g  t o s s ) .  On the  
o th er  hand, an in d iv id u a l who m erely w itn e s s e s  t h i s  a c tio n  
sequence may be more o b je c t iv e  and may tend to  a t tr ib u te  
c a u s a li ty  to chance and a s s ig n  l i t t l e  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  
th e  person  r e g a r d le s s  o f  th e outcome.
In summary, the g en era l co n cep tu a l framework in  a t t r ib ­
u t io n  resea rch  has been to  p o s tu la te  a p ro ce ss  which medi­
a t e s  an in d iv id u a l 's  resp o n ses to  a s e t  o f  s t im u li .  The 
s t im u li  i s  the in form ation  th a t  i s  a v a ila b le  about th e  
sequence o f  ev en ts  th a t  le d  to  th e  outcom e. The resp on ses  
are a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm ent o f  r e sp o n s i­
b i l i t y .  The p ro cess  b a s ic a l ly  in v o lv e s  th e p r o c e s s in g  o f  
a v a ila b le  in fo rm a tio n . The p r o c e ss in g  o f  in form ation  le a d s  
to  d e c is io n s  a s to  th e  c a u s e -a n d -e f fe c t  r e la t io n s h ip s  which
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se rv e  to  ad eq u a te ly  e x p la in  th e  a c t io n s  th a t  were taken  
and th e outcome th a t  was produced. However, th e  p r o c e ss  
may n ot sim p ly  in v o lv e  an o b je c t iv e  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  c a u se -  
a n d -e f fe c t  r e la t io n s h ip s .  Depending upon h is  r o le  in  an  
ev en t and upon outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  an in d iv id u a l may 
have p e r c e p tu a l an d /or m o t iv a t io n a l b ia s e s .  These b ia s e s  
o p era te  to  m odify or d i s t o r t  c a u sa l a t t r ib u t io n s  and 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm en t which would r e s u l t  from a p u r e ly  
o b je c t iv e  e v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  c a u sa l r o le  shared by a person  
and environm ental f o r c e s  in  producing  a  p a r t ic u la r  outcom e. 
Overview o f  A ttr ib u t io n  R esearch
R esearch ers o f  th e  a t t r ib u t io n  p r o c e s s  have attem pted  
to  d e l in e a te  th e  in f lu e n c e  o f  s e v e r a l  f a c t o r s  on th e  a t t r ib ­
u t io n  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm en t o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  in  
" a ctio n  s i t u a t io n s ."  M ost re sea r c h  h a s been  d ir e c te d  toward  
th e  in f lu e n c e  o f  outcome v a le n c e  ( p o s i t iv e  o r  n e g a t iv e ) ,  
outcome in t e n s i t y  (low  o r  h ig h ) ,  and s u b je c t  r o le  v i s - a - v i s  
th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  ( a c t o r  o r  o b s e r v e r ) .
A rev iew  o f  t h i s  r e se a r c h  w i l l  dem onstrate th a t  s tu d ie s  
on outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and s u b je c t  r o le  have le d  to  
in c o n s is t e n t  f in d in g s  and an e x te n s iv e  but p e r p le x in g  body 
o f  l i t e r a t u r e .  The o v e r a l l  g o a l o f  th e  p resen t study i s  to  
propose and t e s t  a t h e o r e t ic a l  r e s o lu t io n  fo r  th e se  in con ­
s i s t e n t  f in d in g s .  B efore p roceed in g  w ith  a rev iew  o f  p a s t  
l i t e r a t u r e ,  r e le v a n t  c o n c e p ts  must be e x p l i c i t l y  d e fin ed  
to  a ssu re  a c le a r  u n d erstan d in g  o f  p r io r  re sea r ch  and th e
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v a r io u s  co n cep tu a l approaches to  th e  a t t r ib u t io n  p r o c e s s .
In  th e t y p ic a l  a t t r ib u t io n  experim ent! s u b je c ts  are  
exposed  to  an " a c tio n  s i t u a t i o n , " An a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  may 
be d efin ed  a s  any sequence o f  e v e n ts  th a t  in v o lv e s  one or  
more p a r t ic ip a n ts  whose a c t io n s  r e s u l t  in  a o a r t ic u la r  o u t­
com e. An example o f  an a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  m ight b e , "Person A 
d iv e s  o f f  a d iv in g  board and j u s t  as he d iv e s  o f f ,  Person B 
swims up from under w ater and P erson  A la n d s  on top  o f  
P erson  B whose arm i s  b ro k en ." D if f e r in g  in  e x p l ic i t n e s s  
and d ep th , a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  p r e s e n t  o b je c t iv e  in form ation  
about th e  b eh av ior  o f  th e  p a r t ic ip a n t s ,  th e  environm ental 
s e t t i n g ,  and th e  e x te n u a tin g  c ircu m sta n ces  surrounding the  
sequence o f  e v e n ts . T h erefo re , an a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  rep re­
s e n t s  th e  s t im u l i ,  i . e .  th e  in fo rm a tio n  a v a i la b le  to  an 
in d iv id u a l on which to  base a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and 
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .
In  th e t y p ic a l  paradigm o f  a t t r ib u t io n  r e se a r c h , a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n s  may a c t u a l ly  be l i v e  b eh a v io ra l ev e n ts  or may be p r e ­
se n ted  as a  w r it t e n  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  a b e h a v io r a l sequence  
o f  e v e n ts . However, r e g a r d le s s  o f  th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  mode, 
s u b je c t s  are ex p er im en ta lly  induced  to  be e i t h e r  a c to r s  
who p a r t ic ip a te  in  th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  or o b ser v er s  who 
m erely  w itn e s s  th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n .  For exam ple, i f  a 
w r it te n  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  an a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  i s  g iv e n , then  
a c to r - s u b je c t s  may be asked to  im agine o r  to  c o n s id e r  them­
s e lv e s  as p a r t ic ip a n ts  in  th e  s i t u a t io n  w h ile  o b s e r v e r -s u b je c ts
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may be asked to  c o n s id e r  th em se lv es a s  w itn e s s e s  to  th e  
a c t io n  s i t u a t io n .
F o llo w in g  exposure to  an a c t io n  s i t u a t io n ,  th e  a c to r -  
and o b s e r v e r -s u b je c ts  are t y p ic a l ly  asked a v a r ie ty  o f  
q u e s t io n s  co n cern in g  th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n .  In  p a r t ic u la r ,  
a su b je c t  may be asked to  s p e c ify  th e  degree to  which a 
p a r t ic ip a n t ,  e i th e r  h im s e lf  a s an a c to r  or another person  
a s an o b se r v e r , i s  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  th e  outcom e. As an 
exam ple, a c to r -  and o b s e r v e r -s u b je c ts  may be p resen ted  a 
w r it te n  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  fo llo w in g  s i t u a t io n  and asked  
to  a s s ig n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y !  "You (P erry) dove o f f  a d iv in g  
board and j u s t  a s  you (P erry) dove o f f ,  someone swam up 
from under w ater and you (P erry) landed  on top  o f  him and 
broke h i s  arm. A scr ib e  a p e r c e n ta g e  a t  f a u l t '  to  y o u r s e lf  
(P erry) and to  th e  o th e r  p erso n ."  The example was adapted  
from a stu d y  th a t  was conducted  by D uval and Wicklund (1 9 7 3 ).
To be more s p e c i f i c  about th e n a tu re  o f  a c t io n  s i t u a ­
t io n s  u sed  in  r e se a r c h , ev ery  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  can be c o n s id ­
ered  to  c o n ta in  th r e e  b a s ic  components: a "primary a c to r ,"  
an " a c tiv e  environm ent,"  and a " f in a l  outcom e." The d i s ­
t in c t io n s  among th e  com ponents are fundam ental to  the  
r e sea rch  and co n cep tu a l approaches to  a t t r ib u t io n  o f  c a u s a l i t y  
and assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
The term  "primary actor"  r e f e r s  to  th e c e n tr a l  charac­
t e r  in  an a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  and th e p erso n  to  whom r e sp o n s i­
b i l i t y  i s  to  be a s s ig n e d . Thus, th e  t y p ic a l  dependent
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measure i s  th e  amount o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  th a t i s  a ss ig n ed  
to  the prim ary a c to r . E xp er im en ta lly , an a c to r -su b je c t  
t y p ic a l ly  s e r v e s  as th e  prim ary a c to r  in  an a c t io n  s i t u a ­
t io n  w h ile  an o b ser v er -su b je c t  t y p ic a l ly  serv es a s  th e  w it ­
n ess  o f  th e  behavior o f  th e  primary a c to r . Even though  
more than one person  may p a r t ic ip a te  in  an a c t io n  s i t u a ­
t io n ,  on ly  one p a r t ic ip a n t  i s  co n sid ered  to  be th e  primary 
a c to r . In  th e  above exam ple, ’Terry" i s  the prim ary a cto r  
f o r  an o b se r v e r -su b je c t .
The term  " active environment" r e f e r s  to  a l l  a sp e c ts  o f  
th e  a c tio n  s i t u a t io n  o th e r  than the prim ary a c to r . The 
a c t iv e  environm ent in c lu d e s  a l l  f a c to r s  or fo r c e s  which 
in flu e n c e  o r  surround th e  behavior o f  th e  primary a c to r  
and/or the p rod uction  o f  th e  outcome. In  any p a r t ic u la r  
s i tu a t io n , any number o f  fa c to r s  may op era te  as th e  a c t iv e  
environm ent. The a c t iv e  environment may in clu d e o th e r  p eo­
p le  who may o r  may not a c tu a l ly  a c t  in  producing th e  outcome, 
chance f a c t o r s ,  f a c i l i t a t i v e  fo r c e s ,  in h ib i t in g  f o r c e s ,  or  
ex ten u a tin g  c ircu m sta n ces. The im p lic a t io n  i s  th a t  the  
primary a c to r  and the a c t iv e  environm ent may in te r a c t  in  
any number o f  ways to  c r e a te  a sequence o f  ev en ts  le a d in g  
to  an outcom e. For exam ple, the prim ary actor  may or may 
n ot be co erced  (a f a c i l i t a t i v e  fo r c e )  in to  perform ing a 
s o c ia l ly  u n accep tab le  a c t  (an in h ib i t in g  fo r c e ) .
F in a l ly ,  the th ir d  component o f  any a c tio n  s i t u a t io n  
i s  the " f in a l  outcome." The f in a l  outcome may be p o s i t iv e
( fa v o r a b le  or d e s ir a b le )  or  n e g a t iv e  (u n fa v o ra b le  or  
u n d e s ir e a b le )  and may vary in  i n t e n s i t y ,  t h a t  i s ,  th e  d egree  
o f  p o s i t i v i t y  or n e g a t iv i t y  ( lo w  to  h ig h ) . A lthough th e  
f i n a l  outcome may n o t  be th e o n ly  outcome produced by th e  
in t e r a c t io n  betw een th e  prim ary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  
environm ent, th e f i n a l  outcome i s  t y p ic a l ly  th e  outcome 
f o r  w hich th e  s u b je c t  i s  to  in d ic a t e  th e  prim ary a c t o r ' s  
re  s p o n s ib i l i  t y .
To re p e a t, r e se a r c h e r s  o f  th e  a t t r ib u t io n  p ro ce ss  have 
sought to  d e l in e a te  th e  e f f e c t  o f  su b je c t  r o le  (a c to r  o r  
o b serv er ) and outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  (v a le n c e  and in t e n s ­
i t y )  on a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm en t o f  re sp o n s­
i b i l i t y .  In  r e v ie w in g  s tu d ie s  w hich examined a c to r -o b se r v e r  
d if f e r e n c e s  in  th e  a t t r ib u t io n  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm en t 
o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y ,  s tu d ie s  can  be grouped in to  two g e n e r a l  
c a t e g o r ie s .  The f i r s t  ca te g o r y  in c lu d e s  th o s e  s tu d ie s  th a t  
have examined a c to r -o b se r v e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  w ith o u t manipu­
l a t in g  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The second ca teg o ry  in c lu d e s  
th o se  s tu d ie s  th a t  have examined a c to r -o b se r v e r  d if f e r e n c e s  
a s a fu n c t io n  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .
In  g en er a l, th e  s tu d ie s  i n  th e  f i r s t  ca teg o r y  have 
y ie ld e d  a f a i r l y  c o n s is t e n t  f in d in g .  The g e n e r a lly  c o n s i s t ­
en t f in d in g  has b een  th a t  a c to r s  and o b se r v e r s  tend to  make 
d i f f e r e n t  ty p es  o f  a t t r ib u t io n s .  A ctors have been shown 
to  u s u a l ly  fo cu s on e x te r n a l, en v ironm en ta l e x p la n a tio n s  
fo r  t h e ir  own a c t io n s  w h ile  o b se r v e r s  have been shovm to
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u s u a lly  fo cu s on th e in te r n a l p erso n a l d is p o s it io n s  o f  th e  
a c to r  in  a ccou n tin g  fo r  th e  a c t o r ’s "behavior. C on cep tu a lly , 
what th e se  f in d in g s  su ggested  was th a t  a c to r s  and ob serv ers  
have d i f f e r e n t  hut s ta b le  p ercep tu a l b ia s e s  to  a tten d  to  
d if f e r e n t  c a u sa l a g en ts  in  a ccou n tin g  fo r  a p e r s o n 's  a c t io n s .  
Simply by im p lic a t io n  th en , one m ight ex p ect a c to r s  to  p la ce  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  p r im a r ily  on e x te r n a l environm ental fo r c e s  
and o b serv ers  to  p la c e  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  p r im a r ily  on th e a c to r .
However, when tu rn in g  to  resea rch  on a c to r -o b ser v er  
d if fe r e n c e s  where outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  were a c e n tr a l  
i s s u e ,  th e  f in d in g s  have in d ic a te d  th a t  outcome ch a ra c te r ­
i s t i c s  d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  in flu e n c e  th e  degree o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
a ssig n ed  by a c to r s  and o b se r v e r s . Furthermore, th e f in d in g s  
have n o t been c o n s is t e n t .  For exam ple, some resea rch  has  
shown a c to r s  to  tak e more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  p o s i t iv e  o u t­
comes than fo r  n e g a tiv e  outcomes w h ile  o th e r  resea rch  has 
shown th e  o p p o s ite . In  a d d it io n , some resea rch  has shown 
o b serv ers to  a s s ig n  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  a c to r s  a s  nega­
t iv e  outcomes became more sev ere  w h ile  o th e r  resea rch  has 
shown th e  o p p o s ite . C o n cep tu a lly , th e se  f in d in g s  le d  
re sea r ch er s  to  su g g est  th a t  a c to r s  and o b serv ers  have d i f f e r ­
en t m o tiv a t io n a l b ia s e s ,  n o t s ta b le  p ercep tu a l b ia s e s ,  to  
a t tr ib u te  c a u s a l i t y  and a s s ig n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  d if f e r e n t  
c a u sa l a g en ts  depending upon the nature o f  the f in a l  o u t­
come •
The p o in t  i s  th a t  resea rch  on a c to r -o b ser v er  d if fe r e n c e s
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h a s  r e s u l t e d  n o t  o n ly  i n  i n c o n s i s t e n t  f i n d i n g s  "but a l s o  i n  a 
v a r i e t y  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  e x p l a n a t i o n s  t o  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e  f i n d ­
i n g s .  The s t u d i e s  t o  b e  r e v ie w e d  i n  t h e  n e x t  s e c t i o n  have  
b e e n  c h o s e n  t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h e s e  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  and t o  
e x p l i c a t e  t h e  v a r i o u s  t h e o r e t i c a l  e x p l a n a t i o n s  t h a t  h a v e  b een  
g e n e r a t e d  t o  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s .  F o l lo w in g  t h i s  
r e v i e w ,  a d d i t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  and t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s i t i o n s  w i l l  be  
exam in ed  t o  d e v e lo p  a p o s s i b l e  r e s o l u t i o n  o f  th e  i n c o n s i s t e n t  
f i n d i n g s .  T h i s  a d d i t i o n a l  r e s e a r c h  w i l l  a l s o  p r o v i d e  t h e  
e m p i r i c a l  b a s e s  f o r  t h e  m e th o d o lo g y  t o  be u se d  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  
s t u d y .
L i t e r a t u r e  R e v iew
The m a jo r  p u r p o se  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  b r i e f  r e v i e w  i s  t o  
exam in e  t h e  g e n e r a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  f i n d i n g  t h a t  a c t o r s  and  
o b s e r v e r s  t e n d  t o  make d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  a t t r i b u t i o n s .  
G e n e r a l ly ,  a c t o r s  t e n d  t o  a t t r i b u t e  c a u s a l i t y  to  e x t e r n a l  
s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  w h i l e  o b s e r v e r s  t e n d  t o  a t t r i b u t e  c a u s ­
a l i t y  t o  t h e  i n t e r n a l  p e r s o n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n s  o f  t h e  a c t o r  
h i m s e l f .
N i s b e t t ,  C a p u to ,  L e g a n t ,  and M aracek  (197 3 )  a s k e d  
s u b j e c t s ,  a s  a c t o r s ,  t o  g i v e  t h e  r e a s o n s  f o r  c h o o s i n g  t h e i r  
m a jo r  f i e l d  o f  s tu d y  and f o r  l i k i n g  t h e  g i r l s  t h a t  w e r e  d a ted  
m o st  f r e q u e n t l y .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  same s u b j e c t s ,  a s  o b s e r v e r s ,  
w ere  a sk ed  t o  g i v e  t h e  r e a s o n s  t h a t  t h e i r  b e s t  f r i e n d s  had f o r  
c h o o s i n g  a  m a jo r  and f o r  l i k i n g  t h e  g i r l s  t h a t  w ere  d a t e d .  
R e a so n s  w ere  c a t e g o r i z e d  a s  " s t im u lu s  a t t r i b u t i o n s "  ( e . g .  
"C hem istry  i s  a  h ig h  p a y i n g  f i e l d "  o r  " S h e 's  a  v e r y  warm
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p e r s o n " )  or  a s  "person a t t r i b u t i o n s "  ( e . g .  "X want t o  make a  
l o t  o f  money" o r  "I l i k e  warm g i r l s " ) .  The f i n d i n g s  showed 
t h a t  th e  s u b j e c t s ,  a s  a c t o r s ,  gave p r i m a r i l y  " s t im u lu s  
a t t r i b u t i o n s "  o r  e x t e r n a l  r e a s o n s  when a n sw e r in g  f o r  them­
s e l v e s .  On t h e  o th e r  han d , t h e  s u b j e c t s ,  a s  o b s e r v e r s ,  gave  
p r i m a r i l y  " p er so n  a t t r i b u t i o n s "  o r  i n t e r n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  
r e a s o n s  when a n sw e r in g  f o r  t h e i r  b e s t  f r i e n d s .
J o n e s ,  R ock, S h av er , G o e t h a ls ,  and Ward (1 9 6 8 )  showed t h a t  
s u b j e c t s  who o b se r v e d  t h e  p er form an ce  o f  a c c o m p l ic e s  ( a c t o r s )  on  
a  r ig g e d  "IQ t e s t "  a t t r i b u t e d  p er form an ce  m a in ly  t o  th e  
a b i l i t y  o f  a c t o r s ,  an i n t e r n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  e x p l a n a t i o n .
I n  c o n t r a s t ,  s u b j e c t s  who w ere  a c t o r s  a t t r i b u t e d  t h e i r  own 
p er fo rm a n ce  on  th e  "IQ t e s t "  m a in ly  t o  t h e  l e v e l  o f  i t e m  
d i f f i c u l t y ,  an  e x t e r n a l  e n v ir o n m e n ta l  e x p l a n a t i o n .
Other r e s e a r c h  h a s  a l s o  i n d ic a t e d  t h a t  a c t o r s  t e n d  
t o  a t t r i b u t e  t h e i r  own b e h a v i o r  t o  s i t u a t i o n a l  d e te r m in a n ts  
w h i l e  o b s e r v e r s  ten d  t o  a t t r i b u t e  t h e  b e h a v io r  o f  a c t o r s  
p r i m a r i ly  t o  t h e  p e r s o n a l  d i s p o s i t i o n s  o f  t h e  a c t o r s  
(McArthur, 1970} 1 9 7 2 ) .  A t h e o r e t i c a l  a c c o u n t  o f  t h i s  
g e n e r a l  f i n d i n g  was f o r m u la te d  by J o n e s  and N i s b e t t  (1971) *
The f o r m u la t io n  was c a l l e d  t h e  " d is c r e p a n c y  h y p o t h e s i s "  and  
s t r e s s e d  t h e  p e r c e p t u a l  b i a s e s  o f  a c t o r s  and o b s e r v e r s .
The b a s i c  p rem ise  o f  t h e  " d is c r e p a n c y  h y p o t h e s i s "  i s  
t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  have a r a t h e r  s t a b l e  t e n d e n c y  t o  f o c u s  on  
t h e  most s a l i e n t  f e a t u r e s  o f  an a c t i o n  seq u en ce  when m aking
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a t t r ib u t io n s .  However, th e  f e a tu r e s  o f  th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  
th a t  are most s a l i e n t  fo r  an a c to r  and an o b serv er  are 
d i f f e r e n t .  The m ost s a l i e n t  fe a tu r e  fo r  an o b serv er  i s  
th e  b eh av ior  o f  th e  a c to r  h im s e lf  ( e . g .  what he i s  d o in g , 
what he i s  sa y in g , and what a c t io n s  he i s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
t a k in g ) . The most s a l i e n t  f e a tu r e s  f o r  an a c to r  are s i t u a ­
t io n a l  f a c t o r s ,  be th e y  o th e r  p a r t ic ip a n ts  an d /or ex ten u a tin g  
circu m sta n ces surrounding th e  ev en t ( i . e .  th e  a c t iv e  
en v iron m en t).
Thus, th e  d iscrep a n cy  h y p o th e s is  argu es th a t  a c to r s  
have a p e r v a s iv e  and s ta b le  ten d en cy  to  fo c u s  t h e ir  a t t e n t io n  
on s i t u a t io n a l  cu es  and a s  such to  d ir e c t  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  
c a u s a l i t y  toward th e  environm ental c ircu m sta n ces  and away 
from th e m se lv e s . In  c o n tr a s t ,  o b ser v ers  have a  p e r v a s iv e  
and s ta b le  tendency  to  fo c u s  t h e i r  a t t e n t io n  on th e  b eh av ior  
o f  th e  a c to r  and as such  to  make a t t r ib u t io n s  about th e  
in te r n a l  d i s p o s i t io n s ,  m o tiv a t io n s , and p erso n a l c h a r a c te r ­
i s t i c s  o f  th e  a c to r .
The d iscrep a n cy  h y p o th e s is  a s  form ulated  by J o n es  
and N is b e t t  (1971) d oes n ot c l e a r l y  and s p e c i f i c a l l y  d ea l  
w ith  a c to r -o b se r v e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i­
b i l i t y  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  However, 
by com bining a fundam ental p r o p o s it io n  o f  th e  a t t r ib u t io n  
p r o c e ss  and th e d iscrep a n cy  h y p o th e s is , a rea so n a b le  
s u g g e s t io n  co u ld  be d er iv ed  a s  to  a c to r -o b se r v e r  d if f e r e n c e s  
in  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a ssign m en t.
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The r e le v a n t  p r o p o s it io n  s t a t e s  th a t  assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  depends upon o n e 's  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  
I t  would fo l lo w  th a t  i f  one a t t r ib u t e s  c a u s a l i ty  p r im a r ily  
to  e x te r n a l environm ental f o r c e s ,  th en  one should a s s ig n  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  p r im a r ily  to  th e s e  e x te r n a l fo r c e s  r a th e r  
than  to  th e  a c to r  h im s e lf ,  and v ic e  v e r s a . In  a d d it io n ,  
th e  d iscrep a n cy  h y p o th e s is  s t ip u la t e s  th a t  a c to r s  have a 
s ta b le  tendency to  a t t r ib u t e  c a u s a l i t y  p r im a r ily  to  e x te r n a l  
s i t u a t io n a l  d eterm in an ts w h ile  o b ser v ers  have a s t a b le  
ten dency  to  a t t r ib u t e  c a u s a l i t y  p r im a r ily  to  th e  a c to r .  
T h erefo re , a rea so n a b le  su g g e s t io n  i s  th a t  a c to r s  should  
dem onstrate a ra th er  s ta b le  tendency to  a s s ig n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
p r im a r ily  to  e x te r n a l f o r c e s ,  n o t to  h im s e lf ,  w h ile  o b serv ers  
should  dem onstrate a r a th e r  s ta b le  ten d en cy  to  a s s ig n  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  p r im a r ily  to  th e  a c to r , n o t to  e x te r n a l  
environm ental f o r c e s .
However, re sea rch  which i s  rev iew ed  below has in d ic a te d  
th a t  th e  d iscrep a n cy  betw een a c to r s  and o b serv ers  i s  not 
s t a b le ,  but v a r ie s  depending upon th e  n atu re o f  th e  f in a l  
outcom e. For exam ple, r e se a r ch  has su g g ested  th a t  fo r  
n e g a t iv e  outcom es, o b se r v ers  tend  to  h o ld  a c to r s  more 
r e sp o n s ib le  a s  n e g a t iv e  outcom es become more sev ere  w h ile  
a c to r s  tend  to  hold  th em se lv es  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  a s  n e g a tiv e  
outcom es become more s e v e r e . As fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es, 
re se a r ch  has su g g ested  th a t  th e  te n d e n c ie s  are r e v e r se d .
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Based on th e s e  f in d in g s  and o th e r s , resea rch ers  have 
attem pted  to e x p la in  the in f lu e n c e  th a t outcome ch a ra c te r ­
i s t i c s  have on a c to r s '  and o b serv ers ' a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  
c a u s a l i t y  and assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  G enerally  
sp ea k in g , r e sea r ch er s  have p o s tu la te d  th a t  a c to rs  and 
o b ser v ers  have a m o tiv a t io n a l b ia s  to o p era te  in  term s o f  
t h e ir  own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s .  The u n d erly in g  n o tio n  i s  th a t  
a c to r s  and o b serv ers a tten d  t o ,  a t t r ib u t e ,  and a ss ig n  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th o se  c a u sa l fo r c e s  w hich are in  accord ­
ance w ith  a m o tiv a t io n a l b ia s  to  enhance o n e 's  own d e l f -  
p e r c e p tio n  or s e l f - c o n c e p t .
A thorough d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  t h e o r e t ic a l  ex p la n a tio n s  
which d ea l w ith  outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  w i l l  be g iven  a f t e r  
re v iew in g  f iv e  s tu d ie s  th a t have provided  em p irica l support 
fo r  th e  n o tio n  th a t  a c to r s  and ob servers op erate in  term s o f  
t h e ir  own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s .  The a t tr ib u t io n  r o le  o f  s u b je c ts  
d if f e r e d  from stu d y  to  stu d y . In  two o f  th e  s tu d ie s , th e  
s u b je c ts  were o n ly  ob servers (W alster, 1966; Shaw and S k o ln ick , 
1971) w h ile  in  two oth er s t u d ie s ,  the s u b je c ts  were o n ly  a c to r s  
(Johnson , Feigenbaum, & Weiby, 1969; H a rris  and Harvey, 1975)• 
Only one study (Harvey, H a r r is , & Barnes, 1975) d e a lt  w ith  
b oth  r o le s .
The f i r s t  m ajor study t h a t  d e a lt  w ith  outcome v a le n c e  
and in t e n s i t y  was conducted by W alster ( 1 9 6 6 ) .  The amount 
o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  th a t o b serv ers  a ss ig n ed  to  a " resp on sib le  
person" (Lennie) fo r  an autom obile a c c id e n t  was exam ined.
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E s s e n t ia l ly ,  th e  a cc id en t in vo lved  Lennie parking h is  car a t  
the top o f  a h i l l  and s e t t in g  the handbrake, but w h ile  he was 
gone, the car r o l le d  down th e  h i l l .  L a ter , p o l ic e  found th a t  
the brake c a b le s  were ru sted  and had broken. The outcome o f  
the a cc id en t was e i th e r  m ild  or se v e r e . Mild outcomes 
in v o lv ed  e i th e r  a t in y  dent in  the bumper or a t in y  dent 
in  th e  bumper, but o th er  p eo p le  cou ld  have been h u rt. Severe  
outcomes in vo lved  e i th e r  a dem olished car  or o th er  peop le  
who were a c tu a lly  h u rt. O v e ra ll, th e  r e s u lt s  showed th a t  
o b serv ers a ss ig n ed  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  Lennie when the  
outcomes were sev ere  than when the outcomes were m ild .
While W alster was concerned o n ly  w ith  the e f f e c t  o f  
s e v e r i ty  o f  n eg a tiv e  outcom es, Shaw and Skoln ick  (1971) 
stu d ied  th e e f f e c t  o f  outcome in t e n s i t y  fo r  both p o s it iv e  
and n eg a tiv e  outcom es. O bservers were g iven  a d e s c r ip t io n  
o f  a Chem istry stu d en t (Jim) who wanted to com plete a lab  
assignm ent so th a t  he cou ld  lea v e  e a r ly  fo r  C hristm as 
v a ca tio n . The outcome o f  "Jim m ixing two ch em ica ls  w hile  
tr y in g  to fo llo w  th e lab  in s tr u c t io n s "  was e i th e r  an o f fe n s ­
iv e  odor (m ild -n e g a t iv e ) , an ex p lo s io n  ( s e v e r e -n e g a t iv e ) ,  
a p le a sa n t  odor ( m i ld - p o s i t iv e ) , or  a major d isco v ery  
( s e v e r e - p o s i t iv e ) .  R e su lts  showed th a t  outcome in te n s i ty  
had a d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t  fo r  p o s i t iv e  and n eg a tiv e  outcom es.
For p o s it iv e  outcomes ev id en ce in d ica ted  th a t ob servers  
a ssig n ed  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  the a c to r  as p o s i t iv e  o u t­
comes became more fa v o r a b le . In c o n tr a s t ,  fo r  n eg a tiv e
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outcomes ev idence in d ic a te d  th a t  o b serv ers a ss ig n ed  more 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th e  a c to r  a s n e g a tiv e  outcomes became 
more se v e r e .
R esearchers have a lso  examined th e e f f e c t s  o f  outcome 
c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  on th e  degree to  which a c to r s  hold  them­
s e lv e s  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  the consequences o f  t h e ir  own a c t io n s .  
Johnson, e t .  a l .  (1969) examined th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome 
v a le n c e . A c to r -su b je c ts  taught a r ith m etic  to  two stu d en ts  
who were f i c t i t i o u s l y  lo c a te d  in  an ad jacen t room. The 
a c to r - s u b je c ts  tau gh t th e  s tu d en ts  v ia  a one-way speaker  
system . One stu d en t continued  to  improve (a  p o s i t iv e  ou t­
come) and th e  second student con tin u ed  to  do p o o r ly  (a  nega­
t i v e  outcom e). The a c to r s  tended to  take p erso n a l c r e d it  
fo r  th e stu d en t who continued  to  improve and tended to  
blame the stu d en t who continued  to  do p o o r ly .
H arris and Harvey (1975) examined the e f f e c t  o f  outcome 
v a len ce  on th e degree to  which a c to r s  h eld  th em se lves  
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  an outcome. A ctors were asked to  s e l e c t  
one o f  two le a r n in g  ta sk s  th a t  would be performed la t e r  by 
another s u b je c t , th e  " learn er."  A fter  each a c to r  s e le c te d  
a ta s k , an experim enter to ld  each a c to r  th a t  th e  s e le c te d  
ta sk  would e i th e r  be p le a sa n t or u n p leasan t fo r  th e le a r n e r . 
To measure assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y ,  each a c to r  was 
asked to  in d ic a te  how much c h o ic e  he had in  s e le c t in g  the  
ta sk  which th e le a r n e r  would perform . The f in d in g s  showed 
th a t  p erce iv ed  c h o ic e  was h igh er  when th e ta sk  was to  be
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p le a s a n t  (a  p o s i t i v e  outcome) th a n  when th e  ta sk  was to  he 
u n p lea sa n t (a  n e g a t iv e  ou tcom e).
H arvey, e t .  a l .  (1975) compared a c to rs*  and o b s e r v e r s ’ 
assign m en t o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s  a  fu n c t io n  o f  th e  s e v e r i t y  
o f  n e g a t iv e  outcom es. A c to r -s u b je c ts  were asked to  p resen t  
a le a r n in g  ta sk  to  a  p u p il ( a c t u a l ly  a co n fed er a te )  and to  
a d m in is te r  a shock f o r  each in c o r r e c t  resp o n se  made by th e  
p u p i l .  The p u p i l ' s  d is t r e s s  r e a c t io n  to  th e  shocks was 
e i t h e r  m oderate o r  se v e r e . O b se r v e r -su b je c ts  m erely  watched  
th e  p r o c e e d in g s . A l l  s u b je c t s ,  a c to r s  and o b se r v e r s , were 
asked to  s p e c ify  th e  degree to  which th e  a c to r , th e  p u p il ,  
and th e  experim enter were r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  th e  p u p i l ’ s  
d i s t r e s s .  The f in d in g s  r e v e a le d  th a t ( l )  o b ser v ers  h e ld  th e  
a c to r s  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  th e  n e g a tiv e  outcom es th an  a c to r s  
h e ld  th e m se lv e s , (2 )  o b serv ers  h e ld  th e a c to r s  more r e sp o n s i­
b le  a s  n e g a tiv e  outcom es became more s e v e r e , but (3 )  a c to r s  
h e ld  th em se lv es l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  as n e g a t iv e  outcom es 
became more s e v e r e .
The "theory o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t tr ib u t io n "  was form ulated  to  
a cco u n t fo r  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  outcom e v a le n c e  and in t e n s i t y  on  
a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  
The th eo ry  was i n i t i a l l y  form u lated  to  d e a l  o n ly  w ith  
o b se r v e r s ' a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  (W a lster , 1$ 6 6 ; Shaw and S k o ln ic k , 1 9 7 1 ).
O ther authors l a t e r  extended th e  b a sic  co n ce p ts  o f  th e  th eo ry
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to  account f o r  a c t o r s ’ a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  and a s s ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  (Johnson, e t .  a l . ,  1969; H arris and 
Harvey, 1975; Harvey, e t .  a l . ,  1975)*
The u n d er ly in g  p r o p o s it io n  o f  th e  theory  i s  than an 
ob server o p era te s  as i f  he might be in v o lv ed  in  an a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n  s im ila r  to  th e  one he j u s t  w itn essed  and i f  so , 
he could  be a p o te n t ia l  cau se o f  a s im ila r  outcom e. I f  he 
c o n s id e r s  h im se lf  to  be a p o te n t ia l  cause o f  th e  f in a l  o u t­
come in  a s im ila r  s e t  o f  c ircu m sta n ces , then  th e  ob server  
w i l l  a t t r ib u t e  c a u s a l i t y  and a s s ig n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  in  
accordance w ith  h is  own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s .
The ob serv er  o p era tes  in  accordance w ith  h i s  own s e l f -  
in t e r e s t s  in  two r e la te d  ways. F i r s t ,  the th eo ry  argues 
th a t  as p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  outcom es become more extrem e, 
th e  o b serv er  s c r u t in iz e s  more c l o s e ly  th e sequence o f  
b eh a v io ra l ev en ts  in  an attem pt to  e s ta b l is h  th e  p r e d ic t ­
a b i l i t y  of th e  outcome. B e lie v in g  th a t  th e c a u s e -a n d -e f fe c t  
r e la t io n s h ip s  were p r e d ic ta b le , th e  ob server co n v in ces  him­
s e l f  th a t  he would have caused th e  p o s i t iv e  outcome or would 
have avoided  th e n e g a t iv e  outcome in  a s im ila r  s e t  o f  circum ­
s ta n c e s .
Second, the th eo ry  argues th a t  as p o s i t iv e  and n eg a tiv e  
outcomes become more extrem e, th e  ob server  i s  m otivated  to  
make d i f f e r e n t  ty p es o f  in fe r e n c e s  about the c a u sa l r o le  o f  
th e  a c to r . As n eg a tiv e  outcomes become more se v e r e , th e  
ob server i s  in c r e a s in g ly  m otivated  to  in fe r  th a t  the n e g a tiv e
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outcom es co u ld  have "been caused  o n ly  by th a t  s p e c i f i c  a c to r .
As such , th e  ob serv er  i d e n t i f i e s  or a s s o c ia t e s  th e a c to r  a s  
th e  unigue s in g u la r  ca u se  o f  th e  u n d e s ir a b le  n e g a tiv e  o u t­
com es. In  c o n tr a s t ,  a s  p o s i t iv e  outcom es become more fa v o r ­
a b le ,  th e  o b serv er  i s  in c r e a s in g ly  m o tiv a ted  to  avoid  th e  
in fe r e n c e  th a t  th e p o s i t iv e  outcom es cou ld  have been caused  
o n ly  by th a t  s p e c i f i c  a c to r . As such , th e  o b serv er  d i s s o c i ­
a t e s  th e  a c to r  as th e  unigue s in g u la r  ca u se  o f  th e d e s ir a b le  
p o s i t iv e  outcom es.
Through th e se  two r e la te d  p r o c e s s e s ,  th e o b serv er  oper­
a t e s  in  accordance w ith  h is  own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s .  By co n v in c­
in g  h im s e lf  th a t  he would have avoided  th e  n e g a tiv e  outcomes 
and by a s s o c ia t in g  th e  a c to r  a s  th e  u n igu e cause o f  th o se  
n e g a t iv e  outcom es, th e  o b serv er  defends o r  in c r e a s e s  th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  o n ly  th e  a c to r  cou ld  have caused th e  u n d e s ir ­
a b le  outcom es. On th e  o th e r  hand, by c o n v in c in g  h im s e lf  th a t  
he a lso  would have caused  th e  p o s i t iv e  outcom es and by 
d is s o c ia t in g  th e  a c to r  a s  th e  u n igu e ca u se  o f  th o se  p o s i t iv e  
outcom es, th e  o b serv er  d efen ds a g a in s t  o r  d ecr e a se s  th e  p o s s i ­
b i l i t y  th a t  o n ly  th e  a c to r  co u ld  have cau sed  th e b e n e f i c ia l  
outcom es.
Based on t h i s  argument a s  form ulated  by W alster ( 1966 ) 
and Shaw and S k o ln ick  (1 9 7 1 ) , th e  th eo ry  makes d i f f e r e n t  p re ­
d ic t io n s  about o b se r v e r s ' a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  and 
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  f o r  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  o u t­
com es. As p o s i t iv e  outcom es become more fa v o r a b le , th e
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o b s e r v e r 's  b ia s  i s  to  co n v in ce  h im se lf  th a t  he a lso  would  
have caused th e  p o s i t iv e  outcome and to  d i s s o c ia t e  th e  
a c t o r  a s  th e u n igu e cau se o f  th a t  outcom e. The end- 
p ro d u ct i s  th a t  a s  p o s i t iv e  outcom es become more fa v o r a b le ,  
th e  o b serv er  a l lo c a t e s  l e s s  c a u s a l i t y  and l e s s  r e sp o n s i­
b i l i t y  to  th e a c t o r .  As n e g a t iv e  outcom es become more 
s e v e r e ,  th e o b s e r v e r 's  b ia s  i s  to  co n v in ce  h im se lf  th a t  
he would have avoided  the n e g a t iv e  outcome and to  a s s o c ia t e  
th e  a c to r  a s  th e  unigue ca u se  o f  th a t  outcom e. The end- 
p rod u ct i s  th a t  a s  n e g a tiv e  outcom es become more s e v e r e ,  
th e  o b serv er  a l l o c a t e s  more c a u s a l i t y  and more r e sp o n s i­
b i l i t y  to  th e a c to r .
However, f o r  sake o f  co m p leten ess  and as a v ia b le  
a l t e r n a t iv e  to  th e  above argum ent, W alster (1967) proposed  
a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  and more parsim on ious argument to  
d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n .  W a lster* s argument (196?) d id  n o t  
le a d  to  p r e d ic t io n s  o f  o p p o s ite  a t t r ib u t io n a l  te n d e n c ie s  
f o r  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a t iv e  outcom es. Her argument d e a l t  
w ith  th e  f i r s t  p r o c e ss ,-  a s  p r e v io u s ly  d is c u s s e d , by w hich  
o b se r v e r s  o p era te  in  accordance w ith  t h e i r  own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s .  
W a lster  argued f o r  a d ir e c t  r e la t io n s h ip  betw een outcome 
in t e n s i t y  and r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a ssign m en t.
Simply p u t , W alster proposed  th a t a s  p o s i t iv e  o r  nega­
t i v e  outcomes become more extrem e, o b ser v e rs  tend to  con ­
v in c e  th em selv es  th a t  th ey  would have p r e d ic te d  th e outcom e. 
H aving e s ta b lis h e d  th e  p r e d ic t a b i l i t y  o f  th e  outcome,
ob servers h o ld  a cto rs  r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  p o s i t iv e  outcomes th ey  
would have caused  and h o ld  a cto rs r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  n eg a tiv e  
outcomes th ey  would have avoided . The end-product i s  th a t  
a s p o s it iv e  and n eg a tiv e  outcomes become more extrem e, 
o b serv ers w i l l  hold a c to r s  more r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e  f in a l  
outcom e.
The p re v io u s  d is c u s s io n  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t tr ib u t io n  d e a lt  
o n ly  w ith  o b serv ers ' a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  and a ss ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  However, e x te n s io n  o f  th e  b asic  
con cep ts to  a c to r s '  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and a ss ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  f o r  th e ir  own a c t io n s  an d /or produced 
outcome i s  f a i r l y  d ir e c t .  To m aintain  s e lf -e s te e m  or to  
make a t tr ib u t io n s  th a t are in  accordance w ith  o n e 's  own 
s e l f - i n t e r e s t s ,  a c to rs  have a m o tiv a tio n a l b ia s  to  d is s o c i ­
a te  th em selves from th e  production  o f  a n eg a tiv e  outcome 
and as such, to  a t tr ib u te  l e s s  c a u s a l i t y  and to  a ss ig n  l e s s  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th em se lv es  as n e g a tiv e  outcomes become 
more se v e r e . S im ila r ly , a s  p o s i t iv e  outcomes become more 
fa v o ra b le , a c to r s  have a m o tiv a tio n a l b ia s  to  a s s o c ia te  
th em selves w ith  the p ro d u ctio n  o f a p o s i t iv e  outcome and as  
such , to  a t tr ib u te  more c a u s a l i ty  and to  a ss ig n  more 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to th em se lv es .
The g en e r a l c o n c lu s io n  to be drawn from th e p rev iou s  
d is c u s s io n s  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t tr ib u t io n  and the d iscrep ancy  
h y p o th esis  i s  a s fo l lo w s . As s t ip u la te d  by th e  d iscrep ancy  
h y p o th e s is , a c to r s  may have a ra th er  s t a b l e  ten d en cy  to focu
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on s i t u a t io n a l  determ inants o f  h is  own behavior and/or  
outcome w h ile  o b serv ers  may have a ra th er  s ta b le  tendency  
to  fo cu s on in te r n a l d is p o s i t io n a l  determ inants o f  th e  
a c t o r 's  b eh av ior. However, th e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  ten d en c ie s  
o f  a c to r s  and o b serv ers  may be superseded by m o tiv a tio n a l  
b ia s e s  to  a t tr ib u te  c a u s a l i ty  and a s s ig n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
in  accordance w ith  o n e 's  own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s  as a fu n c tio n  
o f  th e  p o s i t i v i t y  or n e g a t iv i ty  o f  th e  f i n a l  outcome.
As in d ica ted  e a r l i e r ,  s e v e r a l s tu d ie s  have y ie ld e d  
f in d in g s  th a t  have f a i l e d  to  support th e  gen era l p ro p o si­
t io n s  d erived  from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n . Four s tu d ie s  
w i l l  be review ed th a t  have co n tra d ic te d  th e d e fe n s iv e  
a t tr ib u t io n  approach to  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent. F ollow ­
in g  t h i s  rev iew , a p o s s ib le  r e s o lu t io n  o f  the problem s w i l l  
be developed .
Shaver (1970) conducted a study s im ila r  to  W alster  
( 1 9 6 6 ) in  which th e  e f f e c t  o f  s e v e r i ty  o f  n eg a tiv e  outcomes 
on o b se r v e r s ’ assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  a c to r s  was 
examined. O b serv er -su b jec ts  were g iven  th e d e s c r ip t io n  o f  
th e  autom obile a c c id e n t in v o lv in g  L enn ie. The outcome 
was e i th e r  m ild or se v e r e . The m ild outcome in v o lv ed  a 
t in y  dent in  the bumper, but o th er  p eop le  cou ld  have been  
h u rt. The severe  outcome in v o lv ed  o th er  p eop le who were 
a c tu a lly  h u r t. U n lik e  th e study by W alster (1 9 6 6 ), the  
a cc id en t account was p resen ted  a s  a courtroom c a se  which 
was to  be used in  a la t e r  study on jury f u n c t i o n i n g .
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W alster (1966) p resen ted  th e  a cc id en t account as stim u lu s  
m a te r ia ls  which were to  be used  in  a l a t e r  study on s o ld ie r s '  
a b i l i t y  to  a c c u r a te ly  r e c a l l  e v e n ts . C ontrary to p r e d ic t io n s  
from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n , Shaver found th a t  s e v e r ity  o f  
n e g a tiv e  outcomes d id  not have a s ig n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on 
o b ser v ers ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
W alster (196?) conducted two experim ents to  a s s e s s  
o b ser v ers ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s  a fu n ctio n  o f  th e  
in t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  outcom es. R eca ll th a t  
W a lste r 's  form u lation  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  p red ic ted  
th a t a s  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  outcomes become more extrem e, 
o b serv ers  should a s s ig n  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  the a c to r .
For both exp erim en ts, o b se r v e r -su b je c ts  were g iven  a  
d e s c r ip t io n  o f  an a c to r  who decided  to  buy a house, but had 
gained  or l o s t  d i f f e r e n t  amounts o f  money due to environ­
m ental c ircu m sta n ces. The f i r s t  experim ent in volved  "Mrs. 
W allace who had decided  to  buy a house a f t e r  much d e lib e r a ­
t io n  o f  th e  p o s s ib le  r is k s  and ad van tages. The environ­
m ental c ircu m stan ces th a t  le d  to  a g a in  was a la n d s lid e  
th a t  d ep o sited  a v a lu a b le  m inera l on th e  p rop erty . The 
circu m stan ces th a t  led  to  a l o s s  was a la n d s lid e  th a t  
d estroyed  th e p ro p er ty . The second experim ent in vo lved  
"Alex K endler” who had d ecid ed  to  buy a house and knew 
th a t  th e  value o f  th e  house would r i s e  o r  f a l l  depending  
upon government renew al o f  resea rch  c o n tr a c ts  in  th e a rea .
The f in d in g s  o f  both experim ents were s im ila r . O bservers
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tended to  hold  th e a c t o r s  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  a s  both  p o s i t iv e  
and n e g a t iv e  outcom es became more extrem e. Thus, w ith  
r e sp e c t  to  s e v e r i ty  o f  n e g a tiv e  outcom es, th e  f in d in g s  
were o p p o s ite  to  p r e d ic t io n s  b ased  on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u ­
t io n .  W ith r e s p e c t  to  th e  f a v o r a b i l i t y  o f  p o s i t iv e  outcom es, 
th e  f in d in g s  were o p p o s ite  to  p r e d ic t io n s  o f  d e fe n s iv e  
a t t r ib u t io n  a s  form u lated  by W a lster  (1967)* However, 
the f in d in g s  r e la te d  to  p o s i t iv e  outcomes d id  conform to  
p r e d ic t io n s  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  as form u lated  by 
W alster (1966) and Shaw and S k o ln ick  (1 9 7 1 ).
R esearch  on a c t o r s '  assignm en t o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  have 
a lso  y ie ld e d  f in d in g s  in c o n s is t e n t  w ith  p r e d ic t io n s  based  
on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  and th e  co rresp o n d in g  con cep t o f  
s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  R oss, B ierb ra u er , and P o l ly  (197*0 conducted  
a stu d y  s im ila r  to  t h a t  by Johnson , e t .  a l .  (1969) in  exam ining  
th e  e f f e c t  o f  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcom es on a c to r s '  
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th e m se lv e s . In  a d d it io n ,
R oss, e t . a l .  compared th e  assign m en t o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  by 
a c to r s  and o b se r v e r s . A c to r - s u b je c t s , p r o f e s s io n a l  and 
n o n -p r o fe s s io n a l in s t r u c t o r s ,  ta u g h t s p e l l in g  to  a boy 
who was f i c t i t i o u s l y  lo c a te d  beh ind  a one-way m irror .
O b ser v er -su b je c ts  were p a ired  w ith  n o n -p r o fe s s io n a l in s t r u c ­
to r s  o n ly .
The f in d in g s  r e v e a le d  th a t  o b serv ers  saw th e  non­
p r o fe s s io n a l  in s t r u c t o r s  as a more im portant determ inant  
o f  s tu d en t f a i lu r e  th a n  o f  s tu d e n t s u c c e s s .  N o n -p r o fe ss io n a l
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in s tr u c to r s  saw th em selves as a l e s s  im portant determ inant 
fo r  stud en t f a i lu r e  than  fo r  stud en t s u c c e s s . Even though  
th e se  f in d in g s  supported p r e d ic t io n s  based on d e fen s iv e  
a t tr ib u t io n , o th er  f in d in g s  were not in  l in e  w ith  d e fen s­
iv e  a t t r ib u t io n .  F i r s t ,  p r o fe s s io n a l in s tr u c to r s  saw 
th em selves a s  a more im portant determ inant fo r  student  
f a i lu r e  than  fo r  stu d en t s u c c e s s . Second, when stu d en ts  
f a i l e d ,  both  groups o f  in s tr u c to r s  d id  n ot a c tu a lly  blame 
the stu d en ts  and when stu d en ts  succeeded , both groups o f  
in s tr u c to r s  d id  not a c tu a l ly  take c r e d i t .
F in a l ly ,  Wortman (1975) conducted a study which in d i ­
ca ted  th a t  a c to r s  hold  th em selves more re sp o n s ib le  fo r  
n eg a tiv e  outcomes than fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcomes under c e r ta in  
c o n d it io n s . A c to r -su b je c ts  were g iven  a chance to  r e c e iv e  
e ith e r  an a t t r a c t iv e  item  (p o s i t iv e  outcome) or an 
u n a ttr a c t iv e  item  (n e g a tiv e  outcome) by a chance drawing 
o f  a blue or red  m arble. Some su b je c ts  were to ld  b efo re ­
hand- which marble corresponded to  th e a t t r a c t iv e  and 
u n a ttr a c t iv e  item  w h ile  o th er  su b je c ts  had no such fo r e ­
knowledge. The f in d in g s  in d ica ted  th a t a c to r s  who had 
foreknowledge held  th em selves more r e sp o n s ib le  when the  
outcome was n eg a tiv e  than when th e outcome was p o s i t iv e .  
A ctors who d id  n o t have foreknowledge tended to  hold  
them selves more r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcomes than  
fo r  n eg a tiv e  outcom es. Wortman su ggested  th a t  the degree  
to  which a person  h o ld s  h im se lf  r e sp o n s ib le  defends upon
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having foreknow ledge about th e  p o s s ib le  consequences o f  h i s  
b eh av ior .
Developm ent o f  R eso lu tio n
As th e  p rev io u s rev iew  in d ic a t e s ,  p a st  resea rch  th a t  has 
d e a lt  s p e c i f i c a l l y  w ith  a c to r s '  and o b se r v e r s ' assignm ent 
o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
has y ie ld e d  in c o n s is t e n t  f in d in g s .  For exam ple, some 
resea rch  found o b serv ers  a ss ig n ed  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  
a c to r s  a s  n eg a tiv e  outcom es became more sev ere  ( e .g .  W a lster ,
1966) w h ile  o th e r  re sea r ch  found th e  o p p o s ite  ( e . g .  W a lster ,
1967) and s t i l l  o th er  re se a r ch  found no s u b s ta n t ia l  e f f e c t  
due to  th e  s e v e r i ty  o f  n e g a t iv e  outcom es ( e . g .  Shaver, 1 9 7 0 ) .  
Furtherm ore, some re sea r ch  found a c to r s  took  more r e s p o n s i­
b i l i t y  f o r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es than  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes 
( e .g .  Johnson , e t .  a l . ,  19&9) w h ile  o th er  re sea r ch  found
th e  o p p o s ite  ( e .g .  R oss, e t .  a l .  , 197*0* T h erefo re , n e i t h e r  
th e d iscrep a n c y  h y p o th e s is  nor d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  have 
been c o n s i s t e n t ly  supported  in  a cco u n tin g  f o r  a c to r -o b se r v e r  
d if f e r e n c e s  in  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assign m en t.
M oreover, a major gap e x is t e d  in  the l i t e r a t u r e  co n cern ­
in g  a c to r -o b se r v e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  outcome 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  P a s t  re se a r ch  h a s not examined a c to r -  
o b serv er  d if f e r e n c e s  in  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm en t as a 
fu n c tio n  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  in  th e same exp er im en ta l 
s i t u a t io n .  Hence, an o v e r a l l  o b je c t iv e  o f  th e  p resen t s tu d y  
i s  to  f i l l  t h i s  vo id  in  e x i s t in g  l i t e r a t u r e .  But more
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im p ortan tly , t h i s  stu d y  w i l l  a lso  propose and t e s t  a p o s s i ­
b le  r e s o lu t io n  o f  th e  in c o n s is te n t  f in d in g s , a su b jec t to  
which we now tu rn .
An ex p la n a tio n  o f  th e co n fu sio n  and in c o n s is t e n c ie s  
in  a t t r ib u t io n  re sea r ch  may be p o s s ib le  i f  co n s id e r a tio n  i s  
given  to  some o f  th e  major p r o p o s it io n s  is su e d  in  con cep tu a l 
approaches to  th e a t tr ib u t io n  p r o c e s s . To b eg in  th e d evelop ­
ment o f  a p o s s ib le  r e s o lu t io n  o f  th e  problem s in  p a st  
re sea r ch , r e c a l l  th e  gen era l co n cep tu a l framework o f  a t t r ib ­
u tio n  re se a r c h . The o v e r a ll  approach has been to  p o s tu la te  
a p ro c e ss  which m ed ia tes  an a t t r ib u t o r ’s resp o n ses to  a 
s e t  o f  s t im u l i .  The resp on ses are th e  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  
c a u s a l i ty  and assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  by a c to r s  and 
o b ser v ers . The s t im u li  are th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s ,  i . e .  th e  
a v a ila b le  in form ation  about th e in te r a c t io n  between the  
"primary actor"  and th e  " active environment" in  producing  
the " f in a l  outcome."
The m ed iating  p r o ce ss  does d i f f e r  depending upon the  
s p e c i f i c  approaches o ffe r e d  by th e  d iscrep an cy  h y p o th esis  
and by d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n .  However, both approaches 
r e s t  upon the same fundamental p r o p o s it io n  o f  the a t tr ib u ­
t io n  p r o c e s s . Soth th e o r ie s  assume th a t  a c to r s  and ob serv ers  
base t h e ir  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  on th e  p r o ce ss in g  o f  a v a ila b le  in form ation  
about th e  in te r a c t io n  between th e  primary a c to r  and the  
a c t iv e  environm ent in  producing th e  f in a l  outcome.
E m p ir ica lly  though, re sea r ch er s  have focu sed  t h e ir  
a t te n t io n  on ly  on th e  e f f e c t s  o f  outcome c h a r a c te r is t ic s  
on th e resp on ses o f  a c to r s  and o b ser v e rs , i . e .  on ly  th e  
dim ensions o f  one component o f  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  have 
re ce iv ed  major a t t e n t io n ,  namely th e  va len ce  and in t e n s i t y  
o f  th e  f in a l  outcome.
Thus, l i t t l e  em p ir ica l a t te n t io n  has been g iven  to  
id e n t i f ia b le  d im ensions o f  th e  rem aining two components 
o f  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s ,  namely th e ,p rim ary  a c to r  and the  
a c t iv e  environm ent. But both t h e o r e t ic a l  approaches have 
su ggested  th a t  d i f f e r e n t  d im ensions o f  th e se  components 
are im portant determ inants o f  c a u sa l a t tr ib u t io n s  and 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assign m en t. As w i l l  be proposed and 
i l lu s t r a t e d  s h o r t ly ,  s tu d ie s  have in a d v e r te n tly  varied  
th e se  stim u lu s d im ensions and as such have produced in co n ­
s i s t e n t  f in d in g s .
The d iscrep an cy  h y p o th e s is  and d e fe n s iv e  a t tr ib u t io n  
have each su ggested  a d i f f e r e n t  stim u lu s dim ension to  be an 
im portant determ inant o f  a c to r s '  and o b se r v e r s ’ re sp o n se s . 
The d iscrep ancy  h y p o th e s is  su g g e s ts  th a t  th e  most im portant 
dim ension o f  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  in  d eterm in ing  ca u sa l a t t r ib ­
u t io n s  and r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent i s  th e  " sa lien ce  o f  
in form ation ."  The th eo ry  argues th a t  an a c to r  and an 
ob server tend to  d ir e c t  a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  and a s s ig n  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th e most s a l i e n t  components o f  an a c t io n  
s i tu a t io n . Thus, th e  most im portant stim u lu s dim ension in
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d eterm in in g  th e  a t tr ib u to r * s  re sp o n ses i s  th e  p ercep tu a l  
s a l ie n c e  o f  th e  prim ary a c to r  or th e  a c t iv e  environment 
in  producing th e  f i n a l  outcom e. The th eo ry  su g g e s ts  then  
th a t  i f  th e b eh av ior o f  th e  primary a c to r  i s  p e r c e p tu a lly  
most s a l ie n t  to  th e  a t t r ib u to r ,  then  th e  a t tr ib u to r  w i l l  
tend  to  d ir e c t  c a u sa l a t t r ib u t io n s  and a ss ig n  r e sp o n s i­
b i l i t y  to  the prim ary a c to r . On th e  o th er  hand, i f  th e  
a c t iv e  environm ent i s  p e r c e p tu a lly  m ost s a l i e n t ,  then  th e  
a t tr ib u to r  w i l l  d ir e c t  c a u sa l a t t r ib u t io n s  and a s s ig n  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th e a c t iv e  environm ent.
In  c o n tr a s t  to  th e d iscrep an cy  h y p o th e s is , th e d e fe n s iv e  
a t tr ib u t io n  approach su g g e s ts  th a t  th e  most im portant dimen­
s io n  o f  a c tio n  s i t u a t io n s  in  d eterm in in g  ca u sa l a t tr ib u ­
t io n s  and r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm en t, o th er  than th e nature  
o f  th e  f in a l  outcom e, i s  th e  "nature o f  th e in te r a c t io n  
between the prim ary a c to r  and th e a c t iv e  environm ent." T h is  
l a t t e r  stim ulu s dim ension r e fe r s  to  th e  nature o f  th e  r o le s  
o f  th e  r e s p e c t iv e  com ponents, th a t  i s ,  th e  primary a c to r  
and a sp e c ts  o f  th e  a c t iv e  environm ent in  a p a r t ic u la r  
s i t u a t io n .  T h is dim ension r e la t e s  to  q u e stio n s  such a s ,
"Does th e prim ary a c to r  in t e n t io n a l ly  produce th e  f in a l  
outcome?" and "Does th e  a c t iv e  environm ent f a c i l i t a t e  or  
in h ib i t  th e a c t o r ' s  behavior?"
The th eory  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t tr ib u t io n  su g g ests  thn.t th e  
o p era tio n  o f  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  r e s t s  upon the p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  
th e  ca u sa l r o le  shared by th e primary a c to r  and th e a c t iv e
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environm ent i s  a t  l e a s t  su b je c t  to  d i f f e r e n t i a l  in t e r p r e ta t io n s  
on th e p a r t  o f  a c to r s  v e r su s  o b se r v e r s . For exam ple, a b a s ic  
p o s tu a lte  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  i s  th a t  an o b serv er  a ttem p ts  
to  e s t a b l i s h  th e  p r e d ic t a b i l i t y  o f  th e  f i n a l  outcome so a s to  
con v in ce  h im s e lf  th a t  he would have had c o n tr o l in  p rod ucing  
th e  p o s i t iv e  outcome or in  a v o id in g  th e  n e g a t iv e  outcome in  a  
s e t  o f  c ircu m sta n ces  s im ila r  to  th a t  w itn e s se d .
However, i f  a l l  ev id en ce  o r  in fo rm a tio n  about th e s i t u a t io n  
d ic t a t e s  th a t  th e  prim ary a c to r  had a b s o lu te ly  no c o n tr o l  over  
th e a c t iv e  environm ent in  p rod u cin g  th e  f i n a l  outcom e, th en  
th e  o b ser v e r , and th e  a c to r  fo r  th a t  m a tte r , would have 
d i f f i c u l t y  i n  in t e r p r e t in g  th e  sequence o f  e v e n ts  so as to  d i s ­
count th e  a c t iv e  environm ent a s  c a u s in g  o r  a s  b e in g  r e s p o n s ib le  
fo r  th e p ro d u c tio n  o f  th e  f i n a l  outcom e.
On th e  o th e r  hand, i f  a l l  in fo r m a tio n  p o in t s  to  th e  
prim ary a c to r  a s  h av in g  had t o t a l  and com plete c o n tr o l  over th e  
p ro d u ctio n  o f  th e  f i n a l  outcom e, th en  b o th  th e  o b serv er  and th e  
a c to r  would have d i f f i c u l t y  in  in t e r p r e t in g  th e  sequence o f  
ev e n ts  so a s  to  c r e d it  th e  a c t iv e  environm ent w ith  th e  
p ro d u ctio n  o f  th e  f i n a l  outcom e.
However, i f  th e  in fo r m a tio n  or ev id en ce  i s  r a th e r  ambiguous 
or e q u iv o ca l in  d ic t a t in g  th e  r e la t iv e  c o n tr ib u t io n  o f  th e  
prim ary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent in  p rod u cin g  th e  
f i n a l  outcom e, th en  th e  o b serv er  and th e  a c to r  a re  more a b le  
to  in te r p r e t  th e  sequence o f  e v e n ts  so a s  to  a t t r ib u t e  c a u s a l i t y  
and a s s i g n .r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  in  accordance w ith  t h e ir  own s e l f -  
in t e r e s t s .
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To r e i t e r a t e ,  th e  su g g estio n  b e in g  made i s  th a t  fo r  a l l  
p r a c t ic a l  purposes, r e sea r ch er s  have e m p ir ic a lly  s tr e s s e d  on ly  
the d im ensions o f th e f in a l  outcome and have t h e o r e t ic a l ly  
s tr e s s e d  on ly  the p r o c e ss  which i s  assumed to  m ediate an 
a t t r ib u t o r 's  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  f o r  a low to  h igh  
p o s i t iv e  or n eg a tiv e  outcom e. I t  appears th a t  th ese  
re sea r ch er s  were s t r e s s in g  the stud y o f on ly  th o se  fa c to r s  
( i . e .  outcome c h a r a c te r is t ic s )  which were o f  primary concern  
in  t h e ir  p r e d ic t io n s  regard in g  a c to r -o b se r v e r  d if fe r e n c e s  in  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assign m en t. E m p ir ica lly  though, re sea rch ers  
have e s s e n t i a l ly  ign ored  the two d im ensions o f  a c t io n  s i t u a ­
t io n s  th a t  are su g g ested  to  be o f  major im portance in  determ­
in in g  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  These two d im ensions are  
the p e rc ep tu a l s a l ie n c e  o f  th e r o le  o f  the prim ary a c to r  and 
th e a c t iv e  environment in  producing the f i n a l  outcome and the  
nature o f  th e in te r a c t io n  among th e se  ca u sa l a g en ts .
As a r e s u l t ,  p r io r  s tu d ie s  have s y s te m a t ic a lly  v a r ied  th e  
r o le  o f  su b je c ts  and th e  c h a r a c te r is t ic s  o f  th e  f in a l  outcome, 
but have seemed to  in a d v e r te n tly  and u n sy s te m a tic a lly  vary the  
nature o f  th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  in  terms o f  th e  s a lie n c e  o f  
and th e  nature o f  th e  in te r a c t io n  between th e  primary a c to r  
and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent. P o s s ib ly ,  by f a i l i n g  to system ­
a t i c a l l y  take in to  account th e se  two im portant stim u lu s dimen­
s io n s , p a s t  research  has r e s u lte d  in  in c o n s is te n t  and co n fu sin g  
f in d in g s .
However, th ese  in c o n s is t e n c ie s  might be re so lv ed  by a 
c lo s e  exam ination o f  th e  experim ental s i t u a t io n s  r e la t iv e
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to  the " sa lie n c e  o f in fo rm a tio n  about the primary a c to r  and th e  
a c t iv e  environm ent” and th e  "nature o f  th e  in te r a c t io n  between  
th e prim ary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent." To i l l u s t r a t e  
th e v i a b i l i t y  o f th e above argument in  r e s o lv in g  th e  problem s 
o f  p a s t  re sea r ch  on a c to r -o b se r v e r  d if f e r e n c e s  in  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
assignm en t, two p a ir s  o f  s tu d ie s  th a t  were p r e v io u s ly  review ed  
can be compared: (1) W alster  (1966) and W alster (196?) and (2 )  
Johnson, e t .  a l .  (1969) and R oss, e t .  a l .  (197^)* The com pari­
son between W alster (1966) and W alster (196?) d e a ls  p r im a r ily  
w ith  th e n atu re  o f th e  in te r a c t io n  between th e primary a c to r  
and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent. W alster*s s tu d ie s  examined 
o b ser v ers ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  a c to r s . On the  
oth er  hand, the com parison between Johnson, e t .  a l .  (1969) and 
R oss, e t .  a l ,  (197*0 d e a ls  p r im a r ily  w ith  th e  s a lie n c e  o f  
in form ation  about the prim ary a c to r  and th e a c t iv e  environm ent. 
These two s tu d ie s  examined a c to r s ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
to  th e m se lv e s .
W alster ( 19 66 ; 1 9 6 7 ) examined o b serv ers ' r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
assignm ent to  a c to rs  a s  a fu n c tio n  o f  th e  s e v e r i ty  o f  n eg a tiv e  
outcom es. W alster (1966) found th a t  o b serv ers a ss ig n ed  more 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th e a c to r  (L ennie) a s th e n eg a tiv e  outcome 
(autom obile a cc id en t)  became more s e v e r e . R e su lts  supported  
th e d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  p r e d ic t io n  th a t  a s  n eg a tiv e  outcomes 
become more se v er e , o b serv ers  w i l l  hold  a c to r s  more r e s p o n s ib le .  
Then in  1967, A s im ila r  study by W alster produced o p p o site  
r e s u l t s .  W alster (1967) found th a t  ob servers a ssig n ed  l e s s  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th e a c to r  ( e .g .  Mrs. W allace) a s  th e  n e g a tiv e  
outcome ( e . g .  amount o f  money l o s t  due to  a la n d s lid e )  became
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more se v e r e . W alster ( 1 9 6 7 ) d id n o t o f f e r  an ex p la n a tio n  fo r  
th e s e  f in d in g s .
The a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  in  the two s tu d ie s  d if f e r e d  not o n ly  
in  term s o f  th e  nature o f  th e a c t o r 's  r o le  in  p rod ucing  the  
outcome but a ls o  in  term s o f  the in fo rm a tio n  th a t  was emphasized  
or  made s a l i e n t  to the o b ser v ers . P araphrasing, W alster  (1966) 
d escr ib ed  L ennie a s h av in g  ju s t  bought a 6 year o ld  ca r  w ith  
r u s te d  brake c a b le s  and a s  having s e t  th e  handbrake a f t e r  park­
in g  a t  th e top o f  the h i l l .  In  c o n tr a s t ,  W alster (196?) d escr ib ed  
M rs. W allace a s  having q u ite  a b i t  o f  p r io r  in form ation  on which  
to  base a d e c is io n  fo r  b uyin g  the h ou se . Mrs. W allace was 
d escr ib ed  a s  having d e lib e r a te d  e x te n s iv e ly  the r i s k s  and 
advantages in v o lv ed  in  b uyin g  th e h ouse, but a s h av in g  no c o n tr o l  
over th e environm ental f a c t o r s  ( la n d s l id e )  which would determ ine  
th e  amount o f  money l o s t .  Furthermore, she knew th a t  the l i k e l i ­
hood o f  a la n d s lid e  r e s u l t in g  in  a sev ere  l o s s  was q u ite  low a s  
in d ic a te d  in  th e  fo l lo w in g  statem ent: "each year one fam ily  o f  
th e  4-00 in  th e  h i l l s  had a home s e v e r e ly  damaged by mud from a 
la n d s l id e ,  w h ile  two o r  th ree  out o f  th e  4-00 uncovered z e a lr i t e  
and made a fo r tu n e ."
A rea so n a b le  e x p la n a tio n  fo r  th e  in c o n s is te n t  f in d in g s  may 
be a s  fo l lo w s .  In  her 1967  study, W alster s tr e s s e d  th e a c t o r 's  
e x te n s iv e  d e lib e r a t io n  in  th e d e c is io n  to  buy th e  house and th e  
r o le  o f  "chance" in  p rod u cin g  the outcom e. The o b serv ers sim ply  
made a t tr ib u t io n s  and a ss ig n e d  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  c o n s is t e n t  w ith  
th e  ca u sa l f a c t o r s  th a t  were em phasized. By knowing o f Mrs. 
W a lla ce 's  e x te n s iv e  d e l ib e r a t io n  in  th e  d e c is io n  to  buy th e  
h ouse, th e ob servers h e ld  her r e sp o n s ib le  ra th er  th an  not
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r e s p o n s ib le  r e g a r d le s s  o f  th e s e v e r i t y  o f  th e  n e g a t iv e  outcom e. 
A lso , by knowing th a t  th e  l ik e l ih o o d  o f  a se v e r e  lo s s  was l e s s  
than th e  l ik e l ih o o d  o f  a sm all l o s s ,  th e o b se r v e r s  tended  to  
a t tr ib u t e  c a u s a l i t y  more to  chance a s  th e  n e g a t iv e  outcome 
became more se v e r e .
However, in  W alster  ( 1 9 6 6 ) n e ith e r  th e a c t o r ' s  b eh a v io r  
nor th e  r o le  o f  chance was em phasized. Thus, a rea so n a b le  
su g g e s t io n  i s  th a t  th e  o b serv ers  were more a b le  to  in t e r ­
p re t th e  s i t u a t io n  a s  one in  w hich th e  a c to r  had a more 
i n f l u e n t ia l  r o le  in  p rod ucing  th e  outcome th a n  chance f a c t o r s  
and a s  su ch , o b serv ers  h e ld  L ennie more r e s p o n s ib le  a s  th e  
n e g a tiv e  outcome became more s e v e r e . The im p lic a t io n  i s  
th a t  th e  two a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a re  a c tu a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  in  
th e n atu re o f  th e  c a u s a l r o le  sh ared  by the a c to r  and th e  
a c t iv e  environm ent in  p rod ucing  th e  f i n a l  outcom e.
F urth er support f o r  th e im portance o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t in g  
between th e  two st im u lu s  d im ensions in  a cco u n tin g  fo r  
in c o n s is t e n t  f in d in g s  can  be based  on a com parison betw een  
th e s t u d ie s  by Johnson, e t .  a l .  ( 1 9 6 9 ) and R o ss, e t .  a l .
(197^ ). Both s tu d ie s  examined a c t o r s '  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s s ig n ­
ment f o r  th e  su c c e ss  or f a i lu r e  o f  s tu d en ts  whom the a c to r s  
ta u g h t. Johnson , e t .  a l .  found a c to r s  took c r e d i t  fo r  
stu d en t s u c c e s s  and blamed th e  s tu d e n t  fo r  f a i l u r e .
R oss, e t .  a l .  found a c to r s  d id  n o t a c tu a l ly  ta k e  c r e d it  fo r  
stu d en t s u c c e s s  nor d id  a c to r s  a c t u a l ly  blame th e  stu d en t  
fo r  f a i l u r e .  However, J o h n so n 's a c to r s  tau gh t s tu d e n ts
v ia  a one-way speaker system  w h ile  R o ss 's  a c to r s  taught 
stu d en ts  v ia  a one-way m irror. R oss, e t .  a l .  p o in ted  
out th a t  th e  a c to r s  a c tu a l ly  saw t h e ir  own beh avior as 
r e f le c t e d  by th e  m irror and th e a c to r s  knew th ey  were 
b ein g  ev a lu a ted . R oss, e t .  a l ,  su g g ested  th a t  th e v is u a l  
p e r sp e c t iv e  provided  by th e  m irror and the e v a lu a tio n  
a sp ec t l i k e l y  in flu e n c e d  th e  s a lie n c e  o f  a c to r s '  behavior  
and in  tu rn , a c to r s '  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  and a ss ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
In  summary, th e key to  r e s o lv in g  th e in c o n s is t e n c ie s  
in  research  may be th e  r e c o g n it io n  th a t  c a u sa l a t tr ib u t io n s  
and r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent are a fu n c tio n  not on ly  
o f  the a t t r ib u t o r ’s r o le  and th e nature o f  th e f in a l  ou t­
come but a ls o  two d im ensions o f  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s .  Again, 
th e se  d im ensions are ( 1 ) th e  o b je c t iv e  in form ation  about 
th e nature o f  th e  in te r a c t io n  between the prim ary a c to r  
and the a c t iv e  environm ent and ( 2 ) th e  o b je c t iv e  inform a­
t io n  which i s  most s a l i e n t .  These two dim ensions o f  a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n s  have been e m p ir ic a lly  and t h e o r e t ic a l ly  addressed  
in  the re sea rch  which i s  d iscu sse d  below . Each o f  th e se  
dim ensions i s  d iscu ssed  a t  le n g th , e s p e c ia l ly  In  terms o f  
th e ir  re lev a n ce  to  th e  p re sen t stu d y . The dim ension r e la t in g  
to  th e s a l ie n c e  o f  In form ation  i s  d iscu sse d  f i r s t .
Research has dem onstrated th a t  th e  s a lie n c e  o f  inform ­
a t io n  in f lu e n c e s  p e r c e p tio n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  both a c to r s  and o b ser v ers , storm s ( 1 9 7 3 )
examined th e e f f e c t  o f  m an ip u lating  th e  v is u a l  p e r s p e c t iv e s  
o f  a c to r s  and o b serv ers  on a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  
A lte r in g  the v is u a l  p e r s p e c t iv e  o f  a p e r c e iv e r  i s  func­
t io n a l ly  eq u iv a len t to  m an ip u lating  th e  s a lie n c e  o f  
in form ation  to which an in d iv id u a l i s  exposed . The b r ie f ,  
u n stru ctu red  "get acquainted" co n v er sa tio n s  between acto r-  
s u b je c ts  w ith in  a p a ir  were v id eo  tap ed . Each co n v ersa tio n  
was w itn essed  by a p a ir  o f  o b s e r v e r -s u b je c ts . Each observer- 
su b je c t  was matched w ith  one a c to r  and was asked to  watch 
the behavior o f  th a t  a c to r . A fter  th e c o n v er sa tio n  ended, 
the s u b je c ts  (a c to r s  and o b serv ers) e i t h e r  did or d id  not 
see  a v id eo  tape rep la y  o f  th e  co n v er sa tio n .
The o r ie n ta t io n  o f  the re p la y s  were m anipu lated . For 
some s u b je c ts , th e  rep la y  rep eated  th e o r ig in a l  o r ie n ta t io n  
o f  th e  s u b je c t , th a t  i s ,  a c to r s  viewed th e  b eh avior o f  the 
o th er  a c to r  and o b serv ers  viewed the beh avior o f  th e  
matched a c to r . For o th er  s u b je c ts , th e  rep la y  reversed  the 
o r ig in a l  o r ie n ta t io n , th a t  i s ,  a c to r s  viewed h is  own 
behavior and o b serv ers  viewed the behavior o f  th e unmatched 
a c to r .
F ollow in g  th e  re p la y , each su b jec t was asked to  rate  
the r e la t iv e  im portance o f  "personal c h a r a c te r is t ic s "  and 
" s itu a t io n a l c h a r a c te r is t ic s "  in  ca u sin g  h is  own behavior, 
a s an a c to r , or  in  ca u sin g  the behavior o f  the matched 
a c to r , as an o b ser v e r . The f in d in g s  showed th a t (1 ) when 
su b je c ts  saw no re p la y  or a rep la y  th a t repeated  th e
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o r ig in a l  o r ie n ta t io n , a c to r s  ra ted  " s itu a t io n a l ch a ra c ter ­
i s t i c s "  a s more im portant than "personal c h a r a c te r is t ic s "  
in  ca u sin g  t h e ir  own behavior w h ile  ob servers rated  "personal 
c h a r a c te r is t ic s "  a s more im portant in  ca u sin g  th e behavior  
o f  th e matched a cto r  and ( 2 ) when su b je c ts  saw a rep lay  
th a t  reversed  the o r ig in a l  o r ie n ta t io n , a c to r s  rated  
"personal c h a r a c te r is t ic s "  as more im portant in  cau sin g  t h e ir  
own behavior and o b serv ers rated  " s itu a t io n a l c h a r a c te r is t ic s "  
a s  more im portant in  ca u sin g  th e behavior o f  th e  matched 
a c to r .
Another study which m anipulated the s a lie n c e  o f  a c to r s '  
behavior was conducted by Duval and Wicklund (1973)* These 
authors examined the e f f e c t  o f  m an ip u lating  a c to r s ' v is u a l  
p e r s p e c t iv e s  on th e  degree to  which a c to r s  h eld  them selves  
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  outcom es. The study  
by Duval and Wicklund i s  p a r t ic u la r ly  im portant r e la t iv e  
to  the m ethodology to  be employed in  the p resen t stud y .
A c to r -su b jec ts  were asked to  im agine th em selves in  a 
v a r ie ty  o f  s i t u a t io n s  th a t  r e s u lte d  in  e i th e r  p o s it iv e  or  
n eg a tiv e  outcom es. The s i t u a t io n s  were p resen ted  in  a 
q u e s tio n n a ir e . For exam ple, "Imagine th a t you have s e le c te d  
and purchased a race h o rse . You e n te r  the h orse in  a major 
race and h ir e  a good jockey  to  r id e  him. The horse w ins 
f i r s t  p la c e . To what degree did your a c t io n s  cause the  
v ic to r y  and to  what degree did th e  a c t io n s  o f  the jockey  
cau se the v ictory?"
A m irror was p la ced  in  th e  exp erim en ta l room and was 
turned such th a t  th e  m irror e i t h e r  d id  o r  d id  not fa c e  th e  
a c to r - s u b je c t .  The f in d in g s  re v ea le d  th a t  (1 ) o v e r a l l ,  
a c to r s  h e ld  th em se lv es  about e q u a lly  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  
p o s i t iv e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes and (2 ) a c to r s  a scr ib ed  a 
la r g e r  d egree o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th em se lv es  when th e  
m irror was turned toward them than  when th e  m irror was 
turned away from them.
The above f in d in g s  le d  to  an e x te n s io n  o f  th e d is c r e p ­
ancy h y p o th e s is  c a l le d  th e "theory o f  o b je c t iv e  s e l f -  
awareness" (W icklund and D uval, 1971* Duval and W icklund, 
1973)• The d iscrep a n cy  h y p o th e s is  proposed th a t a c to r s  
tend to  fo cu s  on e x te r n a l s i t u a t io n a l  d eterm in ants in  
a cco u n tin g  fo r  t h e i r  own a c t io n s  and th e  occurrence o f  an 
outcome w h ile  o b se r v ers  tend to  fo cu s  on th e  a c t o r ’ s 
b eh a v io r . The rea so n  g iv en  was th a t environm ental f a c t o r s  
are p e r c e p tu a lly  m ost s a l i e n t  fo r  a c to r s  w h ile  th e  a c to r  
h im se lf  and h is  b eh av ior  are p e r c e p tu a lly  most s a l i e n t  fo r  
o b se r v e r s . As a r e s u l t ,  a c to r s  and o b ser v ers  are p r o c e s s in g  
d if f e r e n t  in fo rm a tio n  and co n seq u en tly  have d iv erg en t p er ­
c e p t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
Based on th e  above r e a so n in g , Duval and Wicklund p ro ­
posed th a t  th e  d iscrep a n cy  betw een a c to r s '  and o b se r v ers '  
a t tr ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  can  be e f f e c t i v e l y  reduced by 
d ir e c t in g  an a c t o r ' s  fo cu s o f  a t t e n t io n  to  h im se lf  and h is  
b eh av ior . By d ir e c t in g  an a c t o r ' s  a t t e n t io n  to h im s e lf ,
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h is  own b eh av ior  w i l l  be p e r c e p tu a lly  more s a l i e n t  than  
e x te r n a l s i t u a t io n a l  d eterm in an ts and as su ch , th e a c to r  
and th e  o b serv er  w i l l  be more s im ila r  r e la t iv e  to  th e  
in fo rm a tio n  w hich th e y  a tte n d  to  and p r o c e s s . Thus, i f  
an a c to r  i s  induced to  a tte n d  to  h i s  own b eh a v io r , th en  
th e  d iscrep a n cy  betw een a c to r s '  and o b se r v e r s ' a t t r ib u ­
t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  should  be reduced s in c e  s im ila r  ty p e s  
o f  in fo rm a tio n  w i l l  be most s a l i e n t  fo r  both  a c to r s  and 
o b se r v e r s .
A consequence o f  th e  argument based on th e d is c r e p ­
ancy h y p o th e s is  and th e  th eo ry  o f  o b je c t iv e  se lf -a w a r e n e ss  
r e la t e s  to  ran k ing  th r e e  groups o f  s u b je c ts  r e la t iv e  to  
th e  degree to  which a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  are d ir e c te d  
toward th e  a c to r .  The th r e e  r e le v a n t  groups are o b se r v e r s ,  
a c to r s  whose fo c u s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  r e d ir e c te d , and a c to r s  
whose fo cu s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  not r e d ir e c te d . The g e n e r a l  
e x p e c ta t io n  i s  th a t  a c to r s  whose fo c u s  o f  a t te n t io n  i s  
n ot r e d ir e c te d  should  a t t r ib u t e  l e s s  c a u s a l i t y  to them­
s e lv e s  than a c to r s  whose fo c u s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  r e d ir e c te d  
who in  turn  should  a t t r ib u t e  l e s s  c a u s a l i t y  to  th em se lv es  
than  o b ser v ers  should  a t t r ib u t e  to  a c to r s .
The em p ir ic a l f in d in g s  and t h e o r e t ic a l  p o s i t io n  
o f  Duval and Wicklund in d ic a te  th a t  d ir e c t in g  an a c t o r ' s  
fo c u s  o f  a t t e n t io n  upon h im se lf  n o t on ly  a f f e c t s  h is  a t t r ib ­
u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  but s im ila r ly  a f f e c t s  h is  r e s p o n s i­
b i l i t y  assign m en t. That i s ,  an a c to r  whose fo cu s o f
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a t t e n t io n  i s  r e d ir e c te d  n o t o n ly  a t t r ib u t e s  more c a u s a l i t y  
to  h im se lf  than an a c to r  whose fo c u s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  not 
r e d ir e c te d  but a ls o  ta k es  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  p o s i t iv e  
and n eg a tiv e  ou tcom es.
However, in  ex ten d in g  th e  p o s i t io n  o f  Duval and 
W icklund to  compare th e th r ee  groups o f  s u b je c ts  in  term s 
o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assign m en t, d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  d ic t a t e s  
th a t  th e  d iscrep a n cy  between a c t o r s ’ and o b s e r v e r s ’ resp o n s­
i b i l i t y  assignm ent must be examined as a fu n c t io n  o f  o u t­
come c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Based on d e fe n s iv e  a t tr ib u t io n  
(W a lster , 1966; Shaw and S k o ln ic k , 1971)* as n e g a t iv e  o u t­
comes become more s e v e r e , a c to r s  tend to  take l e s s  resp on s­
i b i l i t y  w hile o b se r v e r s  tend  to  a s s ig n  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  
Thus, a s  n e g a tiv e  outcom es become more s e v e r e , th e  d isc r e p ­
ancy between a c t o r s '  and o b se r v e r s ' r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s s ig n ­
ment i s  exp ected  to  in c r e a s e .
Based on th e  th eo ry  o f  o b je c t iv e  s e lf -a w a r e n e s s ,  
a c to r s  whose fo c u s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  r e d ir e c te d  should  take  
more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es than  a c to r s  whose 
fo c u s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  n ot r e d ir e c te d . Thus, th e d is c r e p ­
ancy between a c t o r s ’ and o b s e r v e r s ’ r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s s ig n ­
ment would be ex p ec ted  to  be reduced by r e d ir e c t in g  an 
a c t o r ' s  focu s o f  a t t e n t io n .  Comparing th e  th ree  groups o f  
s u b je c t s  in  term s o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent fo r  n e g a tiv e  
outcom es, i t  i s  ex p ected  th a t  a c to r s  whose fo cu s o f  a t t e n t io n  
i s  n o t r e d ir e c te d  should  take l e s s  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  than a c to r s
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whose fo cu s o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  r e d ir e c te d  who in  turn  should  
ta k e  l e s s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  than o b ser v er s  should  a s s ig n  to  
a c t o r s .
But in  th e  c a se  o f  p o s i t iv e  outcom es, th e e x p e c ta t io n  
d er iv ed  from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  and th e  th eo ry  o f  
o b je c t iv e  s e lf -a w a r e n e s s  would be th e  r e v e r se  o f  th a t  fo r  
n e g a t iv e  outcom es. Based on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n ,  a s  
p o s i t iv e  outcom es become more fa v o r a b le , a c to r s  tend to  
ta k e  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  w h ile  o b ser v e rs  ten d  to  a s s ig n  
l e s s  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  Thus, th e d iscrep a n cy  between a c to r s '  
and o b se r v e r s ' r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent i s  exp ected  to  
in c r e a se  a s  p o s i t iv e  outcom es become more fa v o r a b le .
However, based on th e  th eo ry  o f  o b je c t iv e  s e l f -  
aw areness, a c to r s  whose fo cu s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  r e d ir e c te d  
should  take more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es than  
a c to r s  whose fo cu s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  n ot r e d ir e c te d . Thus, 
u n lik e  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es, th e  d iscrep a n cy  between  
a c to r s '  and o b s e r v e r s ’ r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm en t would 
be expected  to  in c r e a se  by r e d ir e c t in g  an a c t o r ' s  fo cu s  o f  
a t t e n t io n .  T h erefo re , r e la t iv e  to  th e  rank order o f  the  
th r e e  groups o f  s u b je c ts  in  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent fo r  
p o s i t iv e  outcom es, i t  i s  exp ected  th a t  a c to r s  whose fo cu s  
o f  a t te n t io n  i s  r e d ir e c te d  should  take more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
than  a c to r s  whose fo c u s  o f  a t t e n t io n  i s  n ot r e d ir e c te d  who 
in  turn  should  take more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  than o b serv ers  
should  a s s ig n  to a c t o r s .
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As su g g ested  p r e v io u s ly , p a s t  re sea r ch  has in ad ­
v e r te n t ly  v a r ied  two im portant s t im u lu s  d im en sion s.
R esearch ers have v a r ied  not o n ly  th e  in fo rm a tio n  th a t  was 
m ost s a l i e n t  to  a c to r s  and o b se r v e r s , a s j u s t  d is c u s s e d ,  
b ut a ls o  th e  o b je c t iv e  in fo rm a tio n  about th e  n atu re o f  th e  
in te r a c t io n  betw een th e  prim ary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  
environm ent. T h is l a t t e r  d im ension  i s  d isc u sse d  a t  le n g th  
b elow . The r e se a r c h  and t h e o r e t ic a l  p o s i t io n s  r e la te d  to  
t h i s  d im ension  have m ajor im p lic a t io n s  fo r  th e  p r e se n t  
in v e s t ig a t io n .
F ish b e in  and A jzen  (1973) have a ls o  n o ted  th e  im port­
ance o f  t h i s  l a t t e r  s t im u lu s  d im en sion , nam ely th e n atu re  
o f  th e  in t e r a c t io n  among th e  c a u s a l a g en ts  in  an a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n .  They d is c u s s e d  v a r io u s  ty p e s  o f  in te r a c t io n s  
betw een th e  prim ary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent. They 
d is t in g u is h e d  betw een f iv e  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  
th a t  were d evelop ed  by H eider (1958)* " a s s o c ia t io n ,"  
"com m ission," " f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,"  " j u s t i f i c a t io n ,"  and 
" i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ."
Each l e v e l  n o t o n ly  r e p r e s e n ts  a d i s t i n c t  c a u sa l in t e r ­
a c t io n  betw een th e  prim ary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent 
a s  o b j e c t iv e ly  d e p ic te d  in  d i f f e r e n t  ty p e s  o f  a c t io n  s i t u a ­
t io n s  but a ls o  r e p r e s e n ts  a  d i f f e r e n t  d egree to  which th e  
prim ary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent share a c a u sa l  
r o le  in  p rod u cin g  th e  f i n a l  outcom e. At each s u c c e s s iv e  
l e v e l ,  th e prim ary a c to r  i s  co n sid ered  to  have a more
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in f lu e n t ia l  r o le  in  producing th e  f in a l  outcome than th e  
a c t iv e  environm ent. C orrespondingly , the degree to  which 
th e  primary a c to r  i s  held r e sp o n s ib le  by o b serv ers fo r  
p o s i t iv e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes i s  a fu n c tio n  o f  the l e v e l  
o f  c a u s a l i ty .  As such , F ish b e in  and Ajzen argued th a t  th e  
d iscrep a n t f in d in g s  from p a s t  research  on r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
assignm ent were due to  s u b je c ts  ev a lu a tin g  th e  a c to r 's  r o le  
in  producing th e  f i n a l  outcome a t  d if f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  ca u s­
a l i t y  as o b j e c t iv e ly  d ep ic ted  in  a c tio n  s i t u a t io n s .
Shaw and h is  a s s o c ia t e s  a ls o  conducted research  th a t  
provided  a d d it io n a l e lu c id a t io n  and em p ir ic a l support fo r  
H eid er 's  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  (Shaw and R e ita n , 1969; Shaw 
and S u lzer , 196*J-; S u lz e r , 196*0. The exam ples used to  
d is c u s s  and i l l u s t r a t e  each l e v e l  were adapted from 
q u e stio n n a ire s  th a t  were d eveloped  by th e s e  r e se a r ch er s .
For each s i t u a t io n ,  "Perry" i s  d esign ated  a s  the "primary 
actor"  and th e outcome could  be p o s it iv e  o r  n eg a tiv e  and 
vary in  in t e n s i t y .  In t h e ir  resea rch , o b se r v e r -su b je c ts  
are asked to  s p e c i fy  the d egree to  which "Perry” i s  
re sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e  outcom e.
"A ssociation" i s  the l e v e l  a t  which th e  stim ulu s person  
i s  d ep icted  as b e in g  on ly  in d ir e c t ly  r e la te d  to the produc­
t io n  o f  the f i n a l  outcome. The stim ulus p erson  does n ot  
a c tu a lly  a c t in  producing th e  outcome. The stim ulus person  
i s  m erely r e la te d  to  the produced outcome by v ir tu e  o f  
ownership o f th e  instrum ent used  or by v ir tu e  o f  a p erso n a l
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u n it  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  th e p eo p le  who do a c t u a l ly  a c t  in  
p rod u cin g  th e outcom e. For exam ple, "One day s e v e r a l o f  
P e r r y 's  fr ie n d s  were f i s h in g  a t  th e la k e . They found a 
f i s h in g  rod in  th e  hushes and broke i t .  I s  Perry resp o n s­
i b l e  fo r  th e f i s h in g  rod b e in g  broken?” The f in a l  outcome 
( f i s h i n g  rod b e in g  broken) i s  n e g a t iv e . The l e v e l  o f  
c a u s a l i t y  i s  a s s o c ia t io n  b ecau se even though P erry did  
n o t a c t  or  p a r t ic ip a t e  in  b reak in g  th e f i s h in g  rod , Perry  
was r e la te d  to  th e  produced outcome by v ir tu e  o f  fr ie n d sh ip  
w ith  th e  p eop le  who d id  produce the f i n a l  outcome.
"Commission" i s  th e l e v e l  a t  which th e  stim u lu s person  
d o es  a c t  in  th e  s i t u a t io n ,  but ( 1 ) he a c t s  to  produce an 
outcome th a t i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th e outcome th a t a c tu a l ly  
r e s u l t s  and ( 2 ) th e  f i n a l  outcome th a t  d o es r e s u l t  cou ld  
n o t have p o s s ib ly  been a n t ic ip a te d  or fo r e s e e n  by th e  stim ­
u lu s  p erso n . The outcome i s  not p art o f  th e  stim u lu s  
p e r s o n 's  in te n t io n s  or g o a ls ,  but h is  a c t io n s  m erely  s e t  
in  m otion a sequence o f  e v e n ts  th a t le a d  to  an u n fo r e se e ­
a b le  outcome beyond h is  c o n t r o l .  For exam ple, "Perry 
was making some b u s in e ss  te lep h o n e  c a l l s .  ’When th e  phone 
ran g  in  one home he c a l l e d ,  i t  awakened a man who was 
s le e p in g  near a broken gas h e a te r . I f  he had n ot awakened, 
th e  le a k in g  gas would have k i l l e d  him. I s  Perry r e sp o n s ib le  
f o r  th e  man w aking up in  tim e to  escape death?" The f in a l  
outcome (man e sca p in g  d eath ) i s  p o s i t i v e .  The l e v e l  o f  
c a u s a l i t y  i s  com m ission because P e r r y 's  a c t io n s  s e t  in
m otion  an u n fo r e se e a b le  and u n c o n tr o lla b le  sequence o f  
e v e n ts  th a t  d id  r e s u l t  in  an outcome th a t  was n ot p art o f  
P e r r y 's  in t e n t io n s .
" F o r ese ea b ility "  i s  th e  l e v e l  a t  which th e  s tim u lu s  
p erso n  does a c t  in  th e  s i t u a t io n ,  but ( 1 ) he a c t s  to  p ro­
duce an outcome th a t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th e outcome th a t  
a c t u a l ly  r e s u l t s  and ( 2 ) th e  f i n a l  outcome th a t  does r e s u l t  
co u ld  have been  a n t ic ip a te d  or p r e d ic te d  by th e  stim u lu s  
p er so n . The f i n a l  outcome i s  n o t p a r t o f  th e stim u lu s  
p e r s o n 's  in t e n t io n s  or g o a ls ,  but th e  consequences o f  h i s  
a c t io n  cou ld  have been a n t ic ip a te d , p r e d ic te d , or c o n tr o lle d  
by th e s t im u lu s  p erson  i f  he had tak en  in to  account or had 
g iv e n  enough thought to  th e  c ircu m sta n ces surrounding h i s  
a c t io n s .  For exam ple, "Perry was ta k in g  h is  l i t t l e  s i s t e r  
to  s c h o o l. She s ta r te d  to  s tep  in to  a busy s t r e e t  but 
P erry  wanted to  look  in  a s to r e  window, so he p u lled  her  
back . T h is k ep t h is  s i s t e r  from b e in g  h i t  by a sp eed in g  
c a r .  I s  P erry  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  sa v in g  h is  s i s t e r ' s  l i f e ? "  
The f i n a l  outcome (sa v in g  s i s t e r ' s  l i f e )  i s  p o s i t i v e .  The 
l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  i s  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  because P e r r y 's  in te n ­
t i o n  was n o t to  save h i s  s i s t e r ' s  l i f e  and th e  con sequ en ces  
o f  h is  a c t io n s  cou ld  have been a n t ic ip a te d .
" J u s t if ic a t io n "  i s  th e  l e v e l  a t  which th e  s tim u lu s  
p erso n  does a c t  in  th e  s i t u a t io n ,  but u n lik e  th e  f o r e s e e ­
a b i l i t y  l e v e l ,  he d oes fo r e s e e  th e  con sequ en ces o f  h is  
a c t io n s .  However, h is  a c t io n s  are warranted by the
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circu m stan ces an d /or san ction ed  by s o c ie t a l  norms. The 
f i n a l  outcome i s  a d ir e c t  r e s u l t  o f  h is  a c tio n s*  but circum ­
sta n c e s  or environm ental f o r c e s ,  such as c o e r c iv e  fo r c e s ,  
f a c i l i t a t e  the b eh av ior o f th e  stim ulu s p erso n . The s tim ­
u lu s  person behaves and a c t s  a s  most o th er  p eop le  would 
have acted  in  th e  same s e t  o f  c ircu m sta n ces. For exam ple,
"A man tr ie d  to  k i l l  Perry w ith  a la rg e  k n if e .  Perry  
grabbed the k n ife  and stabbed th e  man to  keep from b ein g  
k i l l e d  h im se lf . I s  Perry r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e man b ein g  
stabbed?" The f i n a l  outcome (man being stabbed) i s  nega­
t i v e .  The l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i ty  i s  j u s t i f i c a t io n  because 
P erry  was coerced  in to  sta b b in g  the man. Under c o n d it io n s  
o f  s e l f - d e f e n s e ,  P e r r y ’s a c t io n s  were warranted by the  
s e t  o f  circu m stan ces and most o th er  p eo p le  would defend  
th em se lv es .
" I n te n t io n a lity ’' i s  th e  l e v e l  a t  which the stim u lu s  
p erson  a c ts  to  produce th e outcom e, bub u n lik e  the j u s t i f i ­
c a t io n  l e v e l ,  h i s  a c t io n s  a re  n o t warranted by the circum ­
s ta n c e s  and/or n o t san ction ed  by s o c ie t a l  norms. The 
stim u lu s  person d oes not a c t  and behave as most other  
p eo p le  would have acted  in  th e  same s e t  o f  c ircu m stan ces. 
The f in a l  outcome i s  a d ir e c t  r e s u lt  o f  h is  a c t io n s  and 
th e  person  a c t s  in  s p ite  o f  c ircu m stan ces or environm ental 
fo r c e s  which in h ib i t  h is  a c t io n s .  For exam ple, "Perry was 
f i s h in g  when he saw a boy drowning in  th e  r iv e r .  Parry  
co u ld  not swim, but he fough t h is  way ou t to  the boy and
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p u lle d  him ou*fc. I s  P erry  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  sav in g  th e  boy’s 
l i f e ? "  The f i n a l  outcome (sa v in g  b o y 's  l i f e )  i s  p o s i t i v e .
The l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i ty  i s  in t e n t io n a l i t y  because P erry  
d e l ib e r a te ly  saved th e  boy’s l i f e  in  s p i t e  o f  the f a c t  th a t  
he cou ld  not swim.
In summary, a t each l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  the nature o f  
th e  in te r a c t io n  between th e primary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  
environm ent i s  q u ite  d i f f e r e n t .  At th e  l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n ,  
th e  stim u lu s person  i s  on ly  in d ir e c t ly  r e la te d  to  th e  
p rod u ction  o f  th e outcome which i s  caused e x c lu s iv e ly  by 
th e  a c t iv e  environm ent. The p e r so n ’ s r o le  i s  m inim al, i . e .  
he i s  sim ply a s so c ia te d  w ith  c a u sa l fo r c e s  in  th e  a c t iv e  
environm ent. At th e l e v e l  o f  com m ission, the stim u lu s  person  
i s  more in v o lv ed  by v ir tu e  o f  th e  f a c t  th a t he does a c t ,  
but h is  a c t io n s  m erely s e t  in  m otion a sequence o f  even ts  
beyond h is  c o n tr o l .  At th e l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  the  
stim u lu s p e r so n 's  a c t io n s  s e t  in  m otion a sequence o f  ev en ts  
th a t  i s  not beyond h is  c o n tr o l,  but cou ld  have been con­
t r o l le d  i f  he had tak en  in to  account environm ental c o n t in ­
g e n c ie s .  At th e l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  th e outcome i s  
a d ir e c t  r e s u l t  o f  th e  p e r so n 's  a c t io n s ,  but th e  person  I s  
coerced  in to  perform ing an a c t  by v ir tu e  o f  f a c i l i t a t i n g  
e x ten u a tin g  circu m stan ces th a t  warrant h is  b eh av ior . At 
th e l e v e l  o f  in t e n t io n a l i t y ,  th e  stim u lu s person  d e l ib e r a te ly  
a c t s  to  produce th e  outcome even though th ere  are environ­
m ental fo r c e s  and c o n t in g e n c ie s  a c t in g  to  in h ib i t  h is
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■behavior.
T h e o r e t i c a l l y ,  a  s u b j e c t s ' s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  c a u s a l i t y  
and a ss ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  d epend s upon th e  l e v e l  o f  
c a u s a l i t y  a s  o b j e c t i v e l y  d e p i c t e d  i n  an  a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n .
The in form ation  p resen ted  in  a s i t u a t io n  d e f in e s  the f iv e  
" con textu a l l e v e l s  o f  c a u sa lity "  and a llo w s th e  su b jec t to  
answer q u e s tio n s , such as (1 ) "Was the person  on ly  in d ir e c t ly  
r e la te d  to  th e  p rod u ction  o f  th e outcome by v ir tu e  o f  h is  
a s s o c ia t io n  w ith  o th er  ca u sa l agents?" (a s s o c ia t io n  l e v e l ) ,
(2 )  "Did th e p e r so n 's  a c t io n s  m erely  s e t  in  motion the a c t iv e  
environm ent which y ie ld e d  an u n c o n tr o lla b le  and u n fo reseea b le  
outcome?" (com m ission l e v e l ) ,  (3) "Was th e in d iv id u a l ca re ­
l e s s  by not ta k in g  in to  account in form ation  su p p lied  by the  
a c t iv e  environment?" ( f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  l e v e l ) ,  (4) "Did the  
environm ental c ircu m stan ces warrant the in d iv id u a l's  a ctio n s? "  
( j u s t i f i c a t i o n  l e v e l ) ,  and (5) "Was th e behavior o f  the  
in d iv id u a l prem editated  and unwarranted w ith in  th e c o n tex t  
o f  th e  s itu a tio n ? "  ( in t e n t io n a l i t y  l e v e l ) .
I f  t h e  l e v e l s  a re  o r d e re d  from  a s s o c i a t i o n  t o  co m m iss io n  
t o  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  th e n  
t h e  a ssu m p tio n  i s  t h a t  a t  t h e  s u c c e s s i v e  l e v e l s ,  th e  a c t i v e  
en v iron m en t i s  v iew ed  a s  a  l e s s  i n f l u e n t i a l  a g e n t  i n  c a u s i n g  
t h e  b e h a v io r  o f  t h e  a c t o r  and i n  p r o d u c in g  t h e  ou tcom e. T h us,  
th e  p r e d i c t i o n  i s  t h a t  o b s e r v e r s  sh o u ld  a s s i g n  i n c r e a s i n g  
amounts o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  p r im ary  a c t o r  a t  each  
s u c c e s s i v e  l e v e l .  H owever, a s  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  s h o r t l y ,
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some argument e x i s t s  fo r  o rd er in g  th e l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
p r io r  to  th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y .  M oreover, em p ir ica l  
ev id en ce has shown th a t  a complex in te r a c t io n  e x i s t s  between  
th e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  in  determ­
in in g  th e  degree to  which an a c to r  i s  h eld  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  
th e  f in a l  outcom e.
F ive experim ents have been conducted to  examine o b serv ers '  
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  an a c to r  a s a fu n c tio n  o f  
th e  f iv e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  (Shaw and R eitan , 1969; Shaw 
and S u lz e r , 1964; S u lz e r , 1964). The r e s u l t s  o f  the  
experim ents w i l l  be summarized to g e th e r . A ll  experim ents  
used q u e s tio n n a ir e s  to  p resen t a v a r ie ty  o f  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  
to  ad u lt o b s e r v e r -s u b je c ts . Two experim ents e x p l i c i t l y  
d if f e r e n t ia t e d  th e  outcome o f  each s i t u a t io n  as p o s i t iv e  or  
n e g a t iv e , but d id  not m anipulate th e  in t e n s i t y  o f  th e  outcome 
(Shaw and S u lz e r , 1 9 6 4 ). Three experim ents e x p l i c i t l y  d i f f e r ­
e n t ia te d  th e  outcome fo r  each s i t u a t io n  as a low to  h igh  
p o s i t iv e  or n eg a tiv e  outcome (Shaw and R eitan , 1969; S u lz er , 
1964). The o b se r v e r -su b je c ts  were asked to  s p e c ify  th e  
degree to  which th e prim ary a c to r  should be h eld  r e sp o n s ib le  
fo r  th e outcom e. To ex p ed ite  th e d is c u s s io n  o f  the f in d in g s ,  
"AR" w i l l  r e fe r  to  o b se r v e r s ’ assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
to  th e  prim ary a c to r .
The f in d in g s  g e n e r a lly  supported th e expected ord erin g  
o f  th e l e v e l s .  O v e ra ll, o b se r v e r s ’ r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s s ig n ­
ment in crea sed  from a s s o c ia t io n  to  com m ission to
56
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  t o  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  However, 
t h e  o r d e r  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  was u s u a l l y  
r e v e r s e d  f o r  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m e s .  For p o s i t i v e  
outcom es AR i n c r e a s e d  from a s s o c i a t i o n  t o  com m ission  t o  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  t o  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  F or  
n e g a t i v e  ou tcom es AR in c r e a s e d  from a s s o c i a t i o n  to  com m iss ion  
t o  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  t o  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .
W ith in  th e  c o n t e x t  o f  o r d e r in g  t h e  l e v e l s ,  a n o th e r  
f i n d i n g  i s  w orth  n o t i n g  r e g a r d in g  o b s e r v e r s '  AR a t  t h e  
p o l a r  l e v e l s  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  At t h e  l e v e l  
o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  AR te n d e d  t o  be  m inim al w h i l e  a t  th e  l e v e l  
o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  AR te n d e d  t o  be m axim al i r r e s p e c t i v e  o f  
outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  i . e .  AR was r e l a t i v e l y  u n a f f e c t e d  
b y  outcom e v a le n c e  and i n t e n s i t y  a t  t h e  p o l a r  l e v e l s  o f  
a s s o c i a t i o n  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .
However, a t  t h e  t h r e e  in t e r m e d ia t e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  
(c o m m iss io n ,  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ) ,  o b s e r v e r s '  AR 
was d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t e d  by outcome v a l e n c e  and i n t e n s i t y .  
F i r s t ,  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  co m m iss io n  th e  e v id e n c e  r e v e a l e d  t h a t  
AR te n d e d  t o  be h i g h e r  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m es  than f o r  n ega ­
t i v e  o u tc o m e s .  M o reover , AR ten d e d  to  i n c r e a s e  a s  p o s i t i v e  
outcom es became more f a v o r a b l e ,  bu t t e n d e d  t o  d e c r e a s e  a s  
n e g a t i v e  ou tcom es became more s e v e r e .  S e c o n d , a t  t h e  l e v e l  
o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  AR ten d ed  t o  be h ig h e r  f o r  n e g a t i v e  o u t ­
comes th a n  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m e s .  A l s o ,  AR tended t o  
i n c r e a s e  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcom es became more f a v o r a b le  (some
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ev idence in d ic a te d  th e  r e v e r se )  and tended to in c r e a se  as  
n e g a tiv e  outcom es became more se v e r e . F in a lly , a t  th e  
l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  AR tended to  be h igher fo r  p o s i t iv e  
outcomes than fo r  n e g a tiv e  outcom es, but some ev id en ce in d i­
c a te d  the r e v e r s e . Furthermore, AR tended to  in c r e a se  as 
both  p o s i t iv e  and n eg a tiv e  outcomes became more extrem e.
C on cep tu a lly , th e se  f in d in g s  su g g est then th a t  
o b serv ers ' AR i s  not sim ply  a fu n c tio n  o f  the r e la t iv e  con­
tr ib u t io n  o f  th e primary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent 
as o b je c t iv e ly  d ep ic ted  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t each l e v e l .  
Wot .on ly  d id  th e  o rd er in g  o f  th e l e v e l s  change depending  
upon outcome va len ce  but a ls o  th e  p a tte r n  o f  AR as a func­
t io n  o f  outcome va len ce  and in t e n s i t y  was d if f e r e n t  w ith in  
each l e v e l .  Moreover, th e  ev idence d id  not always p ortray  
th e  same p a tte r n  o f  AR w ith in  l e v e l s ,  e s p e c ia l ly  w ith in  the  
l e v e l s  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n .
In g en er a l, the o rd er in g  o f  th e  l e v e l s  conformed to  
th e  n o tio n  th a t  in  a c t io n  s i tu a t io n s  a t  each s u c c e s s iv e  
l e v e l ,  the prim ary a c to r  i s  o b je c t iv e ly  d ep icted  a s  having  
a more in f lu e n t ia l  c a u s a l r o le  in  producing the f i n a l  ou t­
come than th e  a c t iv e  environm ent. However, the f a c t  th a t  
th e  p a ttern  o f  AR changed a cro ss  l e v e l s  su g g ests  th a t  i t  
i s  th e dynamics or nature o f  th e in te r a c t io n  among ca u sa l 
a g en ts  which determ ine o b serv ers ' assignm ent o f resp on s­
i b i l i t y  as a fu n c tio n  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s .  For 
example, a t  th e  p o la r  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  { a s s o c ia t io n  and
58
i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ) , th e  r e la t iv e  amount o f  AR by o b serv ers  was 
q u ite  d i f f e r e n t  but th e  p a tte r n  o f  AR was q u ite  s im ila r .
At th e l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  AR tended  to  be m inimal w h ile  
a t  th e l e v e l  o f  in t e n t io n a l i t y  AR tended  to  be maximal. 
However, a t  both l e v e l s  th e  p a tte r n  o f  AR was r e l a t i v e ly  
u n a ffe c te d  by outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  In  c o n tr a s t ,  a t  
th e  in term ed ia te  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  (com m ission , f o r e s e e ­
a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n )  n o t o n ly  was th e  r e la t iv e  amount 
o f  AR d i f f e r e n t  but a ls o  th e  p a tte r n  o f  AR was d i f f e r e n t  
f o r  each l e v e l .
An ex p la n a tio n  f o r  th e se  g en er a l f in d in g s  b eg in s  w ith  
th e  o b ser v a tio n  th a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  and in te n ­
t i o n a l i t y  r e p r e se n t  o p p o s ite  p o le s  o f  a c a u s a l i t y  continuum . 
At the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  th e  prim ary a c to r  has v i r t u a l ly  
no in f lu e n c e  in  p rod u cin g  th e  f i n a l  outcome w h ile  a t  th e  
l e v e l  o f  in t e n t io n a l i t y  th e  prim ary a c to r  has e s s e n t i a l l y  
t o t a l  c o n tr o l  and in f lu e n c e  in  p rod u cin g  th e  f i n a l  outcom e. 
Thus, th e  c a u s a l r o l e s  o f  th e  prim ary a c to r  and the a c t iv e  
environm ent are c l e a r l y  d i f f e r e n t ia t e d  and unambiguous and 
are th e r e fo r e , m in im ally  su b je c t  to  d i f f e r e n t i a l  in te r p r e ta ­
t io n  by o b se r v e r s . The r e s u l t  i s  th a t  th e  prim ary a c to r  i s  
n o t h eld  r e s p o n s ib le  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n ,  but i s  
h e ld  t o t a l l y  r e s p o n s ib le  a t  th e l e v e l  o f  in t e n t io n a l i t y  
ir r e s p e c t iv e  o f  th e  n atu re  o f  th e f i n a l  outcom e.
However, a t  th e  in term ed ia te  l e v e l s ,  n ot o n ly  does th e  
prim ary a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent more c le a r ly  sh are
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a ca u sa l r o l e  in  producing the f i n a l  outcome than at th e  
p olar  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  but a ls o  th e nature o f  the c a u s a l  
r o le  shared by the prim ary a c to r  and the a c t iv e  environment 
changes from le v e l  to  l e v e l .  F i r s t ,  in  a c t io n  s i tu a t io n s  
a t the l e v e l  o f  com m ission, the prim ary a c to r  a c ts  as 
most o th e r  peop le would have a c ted  in  order to  accom plish  
a p a r t ic u la r  outcome, i . e .  h is  s p e c i f i c  a c t io n s  are j u s t i ­
f ie d  r e l a t i v e  to  h is  in tended  g o a l .  Furthermore, h is  
s p e c if ic  a c t io n s  m erely  s e t  in  m otion  the a c t iv e  environ­
ment w hich a c tu a lly  produces a f i n a l  outcome which i s  
d e f in i t e ly  u n fo r e se e a b le , u n c o n tr o lla b le , and unintended.
Second, in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  the l e v e l  o f  fo r e s e e ­
a b i l i t y ,  th e  primary a c to r  cou ld  have fo r e se e n  the f i n a l  
outcome i f  he had tak en  in to  accoun t a l l  o f  th e  circu m stan ces  
surrounding h is  b eh a v io r . However, the a v a ila b le  inform a­
t io n  a t  t h i s  le v e l  i s  q u ite  ambiguous as to  whether or n o t  
the a c to r  a c tu a lly  foresaw  the f i n a l  outcome and whether or  
not h is  s p e c i f i c  a c t io n s  were j u s t i f i e d .
F in a l ly ,  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  the l e v e l  o f j u s t i f i ­
c a t io n , th e  primary a c to r  does a c tu a l ly  fo r e s e e  the f i n a l  
outcome. In  a d d it io n , h is  s p e c i f i c  a c t io n s  are e x p l i c i t l y  
j u s t i f i e d  by ex ten u a tin g  circu m stan ces and co e r c iv e  fo r c e s  
such a s  o rd er s , t h r e a t s ,  or u ltim atum s, i . e .  th e c o e r c iv e  
a c tiv e  environm ent h as a share in  producing th e  a c tio n s  
that le d  to  the f i n a l  outcome.
Thus, the a c t io n  s itu a t io n s  a t the in term ed ia te  l e v e l s
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d i f f e r  p r im a r ily  in  terras o f  th e "dynamics o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
and j u s t i f i c a t i o n . " At th e  l e v e l  o f  com m ission, th e  outcome 
i s  u n fo reseea b le  and th e s p e c i f i c  a c t io n s  o f  th e  primary  
a c to r  are j u s t i f i e d .  At th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  the  
outcome i s  fo r e s e e a b le , but the j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  o f  th e a c to r 's  
b eh avior i s  ambiguous. At th e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t io n ,  the  
outcome i s  fo r e s e e a b le , but th e s p e c i f i c  a c t io n s  o f  the  
a c to r  are e x p l i c i t l y  j u s t i f i e d .  Thus, the a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  
a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f  com m ission and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  are s im ila r ,  
y e t  d i s t in c t  from th o se  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  in  
th a t  th e  a c t o r ' s  s p e c i f i c  a c t io n s  are j u s t i f i e d .  In  c o n tr a s t ,  
th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  are s im ila r , y e t  d i s t i n c t  from th o se  a t  the  
l e v e l  o f  com m ission, in  th a t  th e  outcomes are a t  l e a s t  
p o t e n t ia l ly  fo r e s e e a b le .
The im portance o f  th e se  s i m i la r i t i e s  and d if fe r e n c e s  in  
e x p la in in g  th e  d i f f e r e n t  p a tte r n s  o f  AR w i l l  be examined in  
more d e t a i l  s h o r t ly .  However, a t  t h i s  p o in t , th e  im portant 
n o tio n  i s  th a t  th e  r e la t iv e  c o n tr ib u t io n s  o f  th e  primary  
a c to r  and the a c t iv e  environment are not a s c le a r ly  d i f f e r ­
e n t ia te d  and unambiguous a s  was th e  ca se  w ith  the p o la r  
l e v e l s  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  and in t e n t io n a l i t y .  The r e s u lt  i s  
th a t  the o b je c t iv e  in form ation  about th e dynamics o f  th e  
in te r a c t io n  among c a u sa l agen ts i s  more conducive to  s u b je c t­
iv e  in te r p r e ta t io n  on th e  p art o f  o b ser v er s . As such, 
o b serv ers ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  i s  more l ik e l y  to
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be a f f e c t e d  by outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t  th e  in t e r m e d ia te  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  th a n  a t  t h e  p o l a r  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
As i n d i c a t e d ,  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among th e  t h r e e  i n t e r ­
m e d ia te  l e v e l s  i n  term s o f  t h e  "dynam ics o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
and j u s t i f i c a t i o n "  may e x p l a i n  th e  d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n s  o f  
AR t h a t  were foun d  a t  t h e s e  l e v e l s .  The f a c t  t h a t  th e  
p a t t e r n s  o f  AR changed  a c r o s s  l e v e l s  h a s  major i m p l i c a t i o n s  
f o r  r e s o l v i n g  t h e  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  from p a s t  r e s e a r c h .  The 
f a i l u r e  i n  p a s t  r e s e a r c h  t o  f in d  th e  same p a t t e r n  o f  AR 
r a i s e s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  r e s e a r c h e r s  have i n a d v e r t e n t l y  
em ployed a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  w h ich  r e p r e s e n t e d  d i f f e r e n t  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  As a  r e s u l t ,  r e s e a r c h e r s  have f a i l e d  
t o  f i n d  o v e r a l l  su p p o r t  f o r  any p a r t i c u l a r  t h e o r e t i c a l  
approach  to  o b s e r v e r s '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t ,  i n  p a r t i c ­
u l a r ,  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n .
However, i f  th e  p a t t e r n s  o f  AR fou n d  by Shaw and h i s  
a s s o c i a t e s  a r e  exam ined c l o s e l y ,  t h e n  su p p o rt  f o r  d e f e n s i v e  
a t t r i b u t i o n  c a n  be fo u n d . But t h e  d e g r e e  to  w h ich  d e f e n s i v e  
a t t r i b u t i o n  i s  su p p o r te d  v a r i e s  from l e v e l  to  l e v e l .  R e c a l l  
th e  p r e d i c t i o n s  o f  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n .  D e f e n s iv e  a t t r i b ­
u t i o n  p r e d i c t s  t h a t  o b s e r v e r s  h o ld  a c t o r s  more r e s p o n s ib l e  
f o r  n e g a t i v e  ou tcom es th a n  f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcom es and t h a t  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n c r e a s e s  a s  n e g a t i v e  outcom es become more 
s e v e r e .
When th e  p a t t e r n s  o f  AR a t  t h e  t h r e e  in t e r m e d ia te  
l e v e l s  a r e  exam in ed , t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  e v id e n c e  seems to
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i n d i c a t e  t h a t  s u b s t a n t i a l  su p p o rt  f o r  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  
i s  found i n  a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  f o r e s e e a b l e  ou tcom es .  
H owever, s u p p o r t  f o r  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  a p p e a r s  t o  weaken 
i n  a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  i n v o l v i n g  j u s t i f i a b l e  a c t i o n s .  For 
ex a m p le , a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  where o u tc o m e s  are  
a t  l e a s t  p o t e n t i a l l y  f o r e s e e a b l e ,  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  i s  
s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  As p r e d i c t e d  by d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n ,  
o b s e r v e r s  h e l d  a c t o r s  m ore r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  u n d e s i r a b l e  n ega ­
t i v e  o u tc o m e s  th an  f o r  d e s i r a b l e  p o s i t i v e  o u tcom es and more 
r e s p o n s i b l e  a s  t h e s e  u n d e s i r a b l e  o u tc o m e s  became m ore s e v e r e .
H ow ever, when we t u r n  to  th e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
w h ich  i n c l u d e s  n o t  o n ly  f o r e s e e a b l e  o u tco m es  b u t  a l s o  j u s t i ­
f i a b l e  a c t i o n s ,  su p p o r t  f o r  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  d i m i n i s h e s .  
E ven th o u g h  some e v id e n c e  r e v e a le d  t h e  same p a t t e r n  us was 
fo u n d  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  the  
e v id e n c e  c o n t r a d i c t e d  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  in  t e r m s  o f  th e  
e f f e c t  o f  outcom e v a l e n c e .  O b s e r v e r s  h e ld  a c t o r s  more 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  d e s i r a b l e  ou tcom es t h a n  f o r  u n d e s i r a b l e  o u t ­
c o m e s .  I t  a p p ea r s  t h e n  t h a t  j u s t i f i a b i l i t y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  c o e r c i v e  f a c i l i t a t i v e  f o r c e s ,  d e t r a c t s  
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  from t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  a c t o r  f o r  n eg a ­
t i v e  o u tc o m e s  but n o t  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m e s .  T h u s ,  o b s e r v e r s  
seem t o  h o l d  a c t o r s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m e s  which  
a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a c t i o n s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  c o e r c i v e  f o r c e s  
d i r e c t e d  tow ard  th e  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  b e n e f i c i a l  o u tc o m e s .  
However, o b s e r v e r s  do n o t  seem to  h o l d  a c t o r s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r
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n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es  w h ich  a r e  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  a c t i o n s  p ro d u ced  
u n der  c o e r c i o n .
T h is  l a t t e r  c o n t e n t i o n  i s  f u r t h e r  su p p o r te d  by t h e  
f i n d i n g s  w h ic h  r e l a t e  t o  o r d e r i n g  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  f o r e s e e ­
a b i l i t y  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  o u t ­
c o m es .  R o c a l l  t h a t  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m es  AR g e n e r a l l y  
i n c r e a s e d  from f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  t o  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  w h i le  f o r  
n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es  AR g e n e r a l l y  d e c r e a s e d  from f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  The d i s t i n c t i v e  f e a t u r e  b e tw e en  t h e s e  
two l e v e l s  i s  t h a t  t h e  a c t i o n s  o f  t h e  p r im a ry  a c t o r  a r e  
j u s t i f i a b l e  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  b u t  n o t  a t  t h e  
l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y .  T hus, i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  o b s e r v e r s  
h o l d - a c t o r s  more r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tco m es  w hich  
a r e  f o r e s e e a b l e  and c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  c o e r c i v e  f o r c e s  th a n  
f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m es  w h ich  a r e  f o r e s e e a b l e  b u t  l a c k  e x p l i c i t  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  In  c o n t r a s t ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  o b s e r v e r s  h o ld  
a c t o r s  l e s s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  f o r e s e e a b l e  o u tc o m es  p rod u ced  
un der  c o e r c i o n  th a n  f o r  n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m e s  w h ich  c o u ld  h a v e  
been  a v o id e d .
T h u s ,  a t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  w i t h  f o r e s e e a b l e  
ou tcom es a p p ea r  t o  be  c o n d u c iv e  t o  t h e  o p e r a t i o n  o f  d e f e n s i v e  
a t t r i b u t i o n .  At t h e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  AR I s  h i g h e r  
f o r  n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es  th a n  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tco m es  and AR 
i n c r e a s e s  a s  n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es  become more s e v e r e .  L i k e w i s e ,  
a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  w h ich  i n v o l v e s  f o r e s e e a b l e  
ou tcom es AR i n c r e a s e s  a s  n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es  become more s e v e r e .
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However, t h e  i n c l u s i o n  o f  j u s t i f i a b l e  a c t i o n s  th ro u g h  c o e r ­
c i o n  d o e s  n o t  appear t o  be c o n d u c iv e  t o  th e  o p e r a t io n  o f  
d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  outcom e v a l e n c e .
U n l ik e  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  th e  m a j o r i t y  o f  
th e  e v id e n c e  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  o b s e r v e r s  h o ld  a c t o r s  more 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  b e n e f i c i a l  ou tcom es th a n  f o r  u n d e s i r a b le  
n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es .  M oreover , AR d e c r e a s e s  f o r  u n d e s i r a b le  
outcom es from th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  t o  th e  l e v e l  o f  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n .
But when we t u r n  t o  th e  l e v e l  o f  com m iss ion  w hich  
in c lu d e s  n o t  o n ly  j u s t i f i a b l e  a c t i o n s  but a l s o  u n f o r e s e e ­
a b le  o u tco m es , su p p o r t  f o r  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  e s s e n t i a l l y  
d i s a p p e a r s .  At t h i s  l e v e l  o b s e r v e r s  h e ld  a c t o r s  more 
r e s p o n s ib l e  f o r  p o s i t i v e  ou tcom es th a n  f o r  n e g a t i v e  outcom es  
and a l s o  l e s s  r e s p o n s i b l e  a s  t h o s e  n e g a t i v e  ou tcom es became 
more s e v e r e .  Thus, t h e  c o m b in a t io n  o f  j u s t i f i a b l e  a c t i o n s  
and u n f o r e s e e a b l e  ou tcom es l e a d s  to  a  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  o f  
d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n .
Up t o  t h i s  p o i n t ,  th e  d i s c u s s i o n  has o n ly  co n c er n e d  th e  
e f f e c t s  o f  outcome v a le n c e  and s e v e r i t y  o f  n e g a t iv e  ou tcom es.  
But when th e  f i n d i n g s  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  th e  f a v o r s b i i i t y  o f  
p o s i t i v e  outcom es a r e  exam ined , one must 0 e a l  w ith  th e  two 
a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r m u la t io n s  o f  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  d i s c u s s e d  
e a r l i e r  i n  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  r e v ie w .  R e c a l l  t h a t  t h o s e  two 
a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r m u la t io n s  made o p p o s i t e  p r e d i c t i o n s  o n ly  w ith  
r e s o e c t  t o  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  o u tco m es . The fo  .em ulation
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"by Shaw and S k o ln ic k  (1 9 7 1 )  p r e d i c t e d  t h a t  a s  p o s i t i v e  o u t ­
com es become more f a v o r a b l e  AH sh o u ld  d e c r e a s e  w h i le  th e  
f o r m u la t io n  by W a ls te r  (1 9 6 ? )  p r e d i c t e d  e x a c t l y  th e  o p p o s­
i t e .
When t h e  f i n d i n g s  a r e  exam ined a t  a l l  t h r e e  in t e r m e d ia t e  
l e v e l s ,  t h e  approach o f  W a ls te r  (1 9 6 ? )  seem s to  r e c e i v e  th e  
m ost s u p p o r t .  At a l l  t h r e e  in t e r m e d ia t e  l e v e l s ,  e v id e n c e  
r e v e a le d  t h a t  a s  p o s i t i v e  ou tcom es became more f a v o r a b le  
AR ten ded  t o  i n c r e a s e .  Thus, t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  are c o n s i s t e n t  
w it h  V J a ls te r 's  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  o b s e r v e r s  o p e r a te  a s  i f  th e y  
c o u ld  p o s s i b l y  be t h e  c a u s e  o f  t h e  o b se r v e d  outcom es in  
a s i m i l a r  s e t  o f  c ir c u m s t a n c e s .  As su ch , t h e y  c o n v in c e  
th e m s e lv e s  t h a t  t h e y  would  have a n t i c i p a t e d  th e  outcom es  
and appear t o  be w i l l i n g  t o  h o ld  a c t o r s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  th e  
d e s i r a b l e  ou tcom es t h a t  th e y  a l s o  would have ca u se d  had th e y  
b een  i n  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n .
However, t h e r e  a r e  s e v e r a l  im p o r ta n t  o b s e r v a t i o n s  worth  
n o t i n g  h e r e .  F i r s t ,  t h e  f i n d i n g s  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e ­
a b i l i t y  w ere somewhat e q u iv o c a l  w i t h  r e s p e c t  to  th e  f a v o r -  
a b i l i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m e s .  Some e v id e n c e  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
AR d e c r e a s e d ,  n o t  i n c r e a s e d ,  a s  p o s i t i v e  ou tcom es became more 
f a v o r a b l e .  Thus, b o th  f o r m u la t io n s  o f  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  
r e c e iv e d  some su p p o rt  a t  t h i s  l e v e l .  Even thou gh  t h e r e  was 
c o n f l i c t i n g  e v id e n c e ,  t h e  im p o r ta n t  p o i n t  i s  t h a t  t h e  b a s ic  
p r e d i c t i o n s  from e i t h e r  v e r s i o n  o f  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  
f i n d s  o v e r a l l  suppoi’t  a t  t h i s  l e v e l .  Observer*:-; h e ld  a c t o r s
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more r e s p o n s ib l e  f o r  u n d e s i r a b le  ou tcom es th a n  f o r  d e s i r a b l e  
ou tco m es and more r e s p o n s i b l e  a s  u n d e s i r a b le  outcom es became 
more s e v e r e .
S econ d , to  some e x t e n t ,  su p p o r t  f o r  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u ­
t i o n  i s  found a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  a s  w e l l .  S im i­
l a r  t o  th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  th e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a ­
t i o n  in c lu d e s  f o r e s e e a b l e  ou tcom es and th e  e v id e n c e  a g a in  
r e v e a le d  t h a t  AR i n c r e a s e d  a s  b o th  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  
ou tcom es became more e x tr e m e . H owever, w ith  t h e  in t r o d u c ­
t i o n  o f  j u s t i f i a b l e  a c t i o n s ,  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  p r e d i c ­
t i o n s  f o r  th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcom e v a le n c e  a re  n o t  su p p o r te d .
In  f a c t ,  most e v id e n c e  i n d ic a t e d  AR was h ig h e r  for* b e n e f i ­
c i a l  outcom es th a n  f o r  u n d e s i r a b l e  n e g a t iv e  ou tco m es .
F i n a l l y ,  su p p o r t  f o r  t h e  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th e o r y  
fo r m u la te d  by H a l s t e r  ( 1 9 6 7 ) d im i n i s h e s  ev en  f u r t h e r  a t  th e  
l e v e l  o f  co m m iss io n , bh cn  th e  ou tcom es w ere u n f o r e s e e a b le  
and u n c o n t r o l l a b l e ,  o b s e r v e r s  h e ld  a c t o r s  more r e s p o n s ib l e  
f o r  d e s i r a b l e  ou tco m es th a n  f o r  u n d e s i r a b l e  o u tco m es .  
M oreover , o b s e r v e r s  h e ld  a c t o r s  l e s s  r e s p o n s i b l e  a s  t h e s e  
u n d e s i r a b l e  ou tco m es became more s e v e r e  b u t more r e s p o n s i b l e  
a s  t h e  d e s i r a b l e  ou tcom es became more f a v o r a b l e .  T h is  
p a t t e r n  o f  AR i s  p r e c i s e l y  o p p o s i t e  t o  t h a t  p r e d i c t e d  by  
Shaw and S k o ln ic ic  ( 1 9 7 1 ) .
In  c o n c l u s i o n ,  th e  f i n d i n g s  d e m o n stra te  t h a t  p a t t e r n s  o f  
Al'i a s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and in  tu r n ,  
su p p o r t  f o r  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n ,  depends upon th e  l e v e l  o f
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c a u s a l i t y  a s  o b j e c t i v e l y  d e p ic t e d  i n  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  o f  
a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  su p p o r t  th e  
l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  one m ajor  problem  i n  p a s t  r e s e a r c h  h a s  been  
t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  r e s e a r c h e r s  have em ployed a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  
w h ich  r e p r e s e n t e d  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  As su ch ,  
d em o n stra ted  p a t t e r n s  o f  AR have v a r i e d  from s tu d y  t o  
s tu d y  b e c a u se  o b s e r v e r s  were i n t e r p r e t i n g  th e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  
a c t o r ' s  r o l e  a t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  C o n s e q u e n t ly ,  
r e s e a r c h e r s  have f a i l e d  t o  c o n s i s t e n t l y  f i n d  o v e r a l l  su p p o r t  
f o r  any p a r t i c u l a r  app roach  to  o b s e r v e r s '  a s s ig n m e n t  o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a  f u n c t i o n  o f  outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .
In  f a c t ,  t h e  o v e r a l l  i m p l i c a t i o n  f o r  r e s e a r c h  on l e v e l s  o f  
c a u s a l i t y  i s  t h a t  a l l  c o n c e p tu a l  a p p r o a c h e s  to  c a u s a l  a t t r i b ­
u t i o n s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t  may be c o r r e c t .  However, 
su p p o rt  f o r  any p a r t i c u l a r  approach  l i k e l y  d epend s upon t h e  
l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  a t  w h ich  a c t o r s  and o b s e r v e r s  a rc  o p e r a t ­
i n g .
S ta te m e n t  o f  O b j e c t i v e s
R e se a r c h e r s  have exam ined t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  outcom e v a le n c e  
( p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t i v e )  and outcome i n t e n s i t y  ( lo w  o r  h igh )  
on a c t o r s ’ and o b s e r v e r s '  a s s ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .
S t u d i e s  have i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  o b s e r v e r s  h o ld  a c t o r s  more 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  n e g a t i v e  ou tcom es th a n  f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcom es  
w h ile  a c t o r s  h o ld  t h e m s e lv e s  more r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  p o s i t i v e  
outcom es th a n  f o r  n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es .  M oreover, s t u d i e s  have  
i n d ic a t e d  t h a t  t h e  d i s c r e p a n c y  b etw een  p o s i t i v e  anrJ n e g a t iv e
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outcomes in crea sed  fo r  both a c to r s  and o b serv ers as outcomes 
became more extrem e. The th eory  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t tr ib u t io n  
and th e correspon d ing  con cept o f  s e l f - i n t e r e s t  were d ev e l­
oped to  account fo r  th e se  r e s u l t s .
However, o th er  re sea rch  th a t  has examined a c to r -o b serv er  
d if fe r e n c e s  as a fu n c tio n  o f  outcome c h a r a c te r is t ic s  have 
y ie ld e d  f in d in g s  th a t  were in c o n s is t e n t  and sometimes 
o p p o site  o f  th e p r e d ic t io n s  based on the d e fe n s iv e  a t tr ib u t io n  
approach. One p o s s ib le  problem w ith  p a st  resea rch  has been  
th a t re sea rch ers  have employed a d iv e r se  s e t  o f  a c t io n  s i t u ­
a t io n s .  These re sea r ch er s  have t e s t e d  th e  same hypotheses  
but have employed a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  which have varied  a lon g  
two d e fin a b le  d im ensions. 3 in ce  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  rep resen t  
s t im u li  fo r  making a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  and a ss ig n in g  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y ,  the f a c t  th a t  s tu d ie s  have v a r ied  the  
two dim ensions may account fo r  th e  in c o n s is t e n c ie s  from 
p a st r e sea rch .
The f i r s t  dim ension r e la t e s  to  th e  o b je c t iv e  in form ation  
th a t  i s  made a v a ila b le  to  s u b je c ts  about th e nature o f  th e  
in te r a c t io n  between th e  a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environment in  
producing the f i n a l  outcome, 3haw and h is  a s s o c ia t e s  have 
dem onstrated th a t  th e degree to  which o b serv ers hold a c to r s  
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  a low to  h igh  p o s i t iv e  or n e g a tiv e  outcome 
depended upon the nature o f  th e in te r a c t io n  between the a c to r  
and environm ental fo r c e s  a s o b je c t iv e ly  d ep ic ted  in  a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n s .
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The r e s e a r c h  o f  Shaw and h i s  a s s o c i a t e s  was "based on f i v e  
" c o n t e x t u a l  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y "  w h ich  d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  r e p r e ­
s e n t e d  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  a c t o r ’ s  r o l e  and t h e  r e l a t i v e  i n f l u ­
en ce  t h a t  th e  a c t o r  had i n  p r o d u c in g  t h e  f i n a l  o u tcom e. The 
f i v e  l e v e l s  were a s s o c i a t i o n ,  c o m m iss io n , f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i ­
f i c a t i o n ,  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y . S i m i l a r l y ,  F i s h b e in  and A jz en  
(1 9 7 3 )  p r o p o sed  t h a t  t h e  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  i n  p a s t  r e s e a r c h  may 
be due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c o n f l i c t i n g  s t u d i e s  em ployed a c t i o n  
s i t u a t i o n s  a t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  H owever, p a s t  
r e s e a r c h  h a s  n o t  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  exam ined  b o th  a c t o r s '  and 
o b s e r v e r s '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t  a s  a  f u n c t i o n  o f  th e  f i v e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  H en ce , a  m ajor o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  
s tu d y  i s  t o  exam ine b o th  a c t o r s '  and o b s e r v e r s '  a s s ig n m e n t  o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a  f u n c t i o n  o f  outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a c r o s s  
th e  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
The seco n d  d im e n s io n  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  s a l i e n c e  o f  th e  
in f o r m a t io n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  a c t o r s  and o b s e r v e r s .  R e s e a r c h e r s  
have i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a c t o r s  t e n d  to  a t t r i b u t e  c a u s a l i t y  and 
a s s i g n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  s i t u a t i o n a l  d e te r m in a n ts  o f  h i s  
own b e h a v io r  w h i l e  o b s e r v e r s  t e n d  to  a t t r i b u t e  c a u s a l i t y  and 
a s s i g n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  a c t o r .  The d i s c r e p a n c y  h y p o th e ­
s i s  was fo r m u la te d  t o  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s .  The hypo­
t h e s i s  s u g g e s t e d  t h a t  a c t o r s  t e n d  t o  f o c u s  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  
on e x t e r n a l  s i t u a t i o n a l  d e t e r m in a n ts  o f  h i s  own b e h a v io r  
and t h e  f i n a l  outcome w h i l e  o b s e r v e r s  t e n d  to  f o c u s  t h e i r  
a t t e n t i o n  on th e  b e h a v io r  o f  t h e  a c t o r  i n  a c c o u n t in g  
f o r  t h e  f i n a l  ou tcom e. T h e r e f o r e ,  e n v ir o n m e n ta l  f o r c e s  a r e
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p e r c e p t u a l l y  most s a l i e n t  f o r  a c t o r s  v /h ilo  th o  b e h a v io r  o f  
th e  a c t o r  i s  p e r c e p t u a l l y  m ost s a l i e n t  f o r  o b s e r v e r s .
However, th e  d i s c r e p a n c y  h y p o t h e s i s  d id  n o t  d e a l  s p e c i ­
f i c a l l y  w i th  th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Duval  
and t l i c k l u n d ’s  " th eo r y  o f  o b j e c t i v e  s e l f - a w a r e n e s s "  i s  an 
e x t e n s i o n  o f  th e  d i s c r e p a n c y  h y p o t h e s i s  a p p l ie d  to  a c t o r ' s  
a ss ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  The r e s e a r c h  g e n e r a te d  by t h i s  
th e o r y  i n d ic a t e d  t h a t  i f  an a c t o r ' s  a t t e n t i o n  i s  r e d ir e c t e d  
to  h i s  own b e h a v io r ,  t h e n  th e  a c t o r  h o ld s  h i m s e l f  more 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  b o th  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  ou tcom es th a n  an  
a c to r  w hose a t t e n t i o n  i s  n o t r e d i r e c t e d .  The s u p p o s i t i o n  i s  
t h a t  f o c u s i n g  an a c t o r ’ s a t t e n t i o n  upon h i m s e l f  i n c r e a s e s  
h i s  s e l f - a w a r e n e s s  and i s  f u n c t i o n a l l y  e q u i v a l e n t  to  i n c r e a s ­
in g  t h e  s a l i e n c e  o f  t h e  a c t o r ' s  b e h a v io r  and h i s  r o l e  in  
p r o d u c in g  th e  f i n a l  outcom e.
H en ce , th e  se c o n d  o b j e c t i v e  o f  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  i s  t o  
examine t h e  im pact o f  i n c r e a s i n g  an a c t o r ' s  s e l f - s v . ' s r e n e s s  
on h i s  a s s ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a f u n c t i o n  o f  outcome  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  O p e r a t i o n a l l y ,  Duval and b i c k l u n d ’ s s tu d y  
dem on stra ted  t h a t  an a c t o r ' s  s e l f - a w a r e n e s s  c o u ld  be e f f e c t ­
i v e l y  in c r e a s e d  by e x p o s in g  t h e  a c t o r  to  h i s  own v i s u a l  
image w i t h  th e  u s e  o f  m ir r o r s .  H ence, th e  m eth od o logy  t o  be 
employed i n  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y  f o r  t h e  f o c u s  c f  a t t e n t i o n  
m a n ip u la t io n  w i l l  bo p a t t e r n e d  a f t e r  t h a t  o f  Duval and 
D ic k lu n d .
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D e r iv a tio n  o f  H ypotheses
In  l in e  w ith  th e  s ta te d  o b je c t iv e s ,  th e  p r e se n t  stud y  
was d esig n ed  to  t e s t  s e v e r a l h yp oth eses th a t  were d er iv ed  
from th e  t h e o r e t ic a l  p o s i t io n s  and re sea r ch  r e la t e d  to  
H e id e r 's  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  th e th eo ry  o f  d e fe n s iv e  
a t t r ib u t io n ,  the d iscrep a n cy  h y p o th e s is , and th e  th eo ry  o f  
o b je c t iv e  s e lf -a w a r e n e s s .
The work o f  Shaw and h is  a s s o c ia t e s  on H e id e r 's  f i v e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  in d ic a te d  th a t  th e  f i v e  l e v e l s  should  
be ordered  d i f f e r e n t l y  fo r  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcom es. 
Based on th e  r e se a r c h  o f  Shaw and h is  a s s o c ia t e s ,  i t  was 
ex p ected  th a t  in  th e  ca se  o f  p o s i t iv e  outcom es, o b ser v ers  
would hold  a c to r s  more r e s p o n s ib le  from a s s o c ia t io n  to  
com m ission to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  in te n t io n -  
a l i t y  ( H yp oth esis l ) . However, in  th e c a se  o f  n e g a tiv e  
outcom es, t h e ir  r e se a r c h  su g g ested  th a t  th e  o rd er in g  o f  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  should be th e  r e v er se  o f  
th e  o rd er in g  found f o r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es. T h erefo re , th e  
e x p e c ta t io n  was t h a t  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es, o b serv ers  would 
h old  a c to r s  more r e s p o n s ib le  from a s s o c ia t io n  to  com m ission  
to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  in t e n t io n a l i t y  
( H y p o th esis  2 ) .  The h y p o th esized  r e v e r s a l  o f  th e  f o r e s e e ­
a b i l i t y  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  l e v e l s  was based on th e  c o n te n tio n  
th a t  th e  c o e r c io n  w hich i s  p r e s e n t  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  
th e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  d e tr a c t s  s u b s t a n t ia l ly  from th e  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  o f  th e  a c to r  f o r  n e g a tiv e  outcom es but n o t fo r  
p o s i t iv e  outcom es.
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A d d ition a l h ypotheses p e r ta in in g  to  o b serv ers ' assignm ent 
o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  were d erived  based on th e  work o f  Shaw and 
h is  a s s o c ia te s  w hich  in d ic a te d  th a t the e f f e c t  o f outcome 
v a le n c e  and in t e n s i t y  depended upon the l e v e l  o f c a u s a l i t y .  
F i r s t ,  a t  the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n ,  o b ser v ers ' AR was expected  
to  be r e la t iv e ly  u n a ffec ted  by outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  
(H yp oth esis  3 ) .  T h is h y p o th e s is  was based  on the f in d in g s  o f  
Shaw and h is  a s s o c a te s  th a t AR tended to  be minimal 
ir r e s p e c t iv e  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s .  The h y p o th e s is  was 
a d d it io n a lly  b a sed  on the c o n te n tio n  th a t  th e o b je c t iv e  cau sa l 
r o le  o f  the a c to r  i s  minimal and c le a r ly  d i f f e r e n t ia t e d  from 
th e  ca u sa l r o le  o f  the a c t iv e  environment and as such  
m inim ally  su b je c t  to  in te r p r e ta t io n  on th e  p a rt o f o b ser v ers .
Second, a t  th e  le v e l  o f  com m ission, o b serv ers' AR was 
ex p ected  to  be h ig h er  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes than fo r  n eg a tiv e  
outcom es. In a d d it io n , AR was expected  to  in crea se  a s  p o s it iv e  
outcom es became more fa v o ra b le  but d ecrea se  a s  n eg a tiv e  outcomes 
became more se v e r e  (H ypothesis *0 . T h is h y p o th esis  was o p p o site  
to  p r e d ic t io n s  b ased  on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  as form ulated  by 
W alster  ( 1966) and Shaw and S koln ick  (1 9 7 1 )- The h y p o th es is  
was based on th e  co n ten tio n  th a t  a t the com m ission l e v e l ,  the 
a c t o r ' s  behavior i s  j u s t i f i a b le  and th e outcomes are u n fo re see ­
a b le  and u n c o n tr o lla b le . As such, a c t io n  s i tu a t io n s  a t  t h is  
l e v e l  do not r e p r ese n t c o n d it io n s  h y p o th esized  to  produce 
d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n .  M oreover, the f in d in g s  o f Shaw and h is  
a s s o c ia t e s  p rov id ed  support fo r  t h is  p r e d ic te d  p a tte r n  o f AR by 
o b s e r v e r s .
73
Third, a t  th e l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  AR by ob servers  
was expected  to  be h igh er  fo r  n eg a tiv e  outcomes than fo r  
p o s i t iv e  outcomes and was expected  to  in c r ea se  a s  both  
p o s i t iv e  and n eg a tiv e  outcomes became more extreme 
(H ypothesis 5) .  T h is  h y p o th e sis  was based on th e  co n ten tio n  
th a t  th e o b je c t iv e  in form ation  a t t h i s  l e v e l  regard in g  the  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  o f  the outcome and th e  j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  o f  the  
a c t o r 's  b eh avior i s  q u ite  ambiguous. As such, a c t io n  s i t u a ­
t io n s  a t t h i s  l e v e l  r e p resen t c o n d it io n s  which are. conducive  
to  th e o p era tio n  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n .  The p r e d ic t io n  
conform s to  th e  p o s i t io n  o f  W alster (1967) which re ce iv ed  
s u b s ta n t ia l  support in  the resea rch  o f  Shaw and h is  a s s o c ia t e s .  
However, i f  th e  p resen t study f in d s  th a t  AR d ecr ea se s  as  
p o s i t iv e  outcomes become more fa v o r a b le , i t  would support the  
d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  approach o f  W alster ( 1 9 6 6 ) and Shaw 
and S k oln ick  (1971)*
Fourth, a t  the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  o b serv ers ' AR was 
expected  to  be h igh er  fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcomes th an  fo r  n eg a tiv e  
outcomes and was exp ected  to  in c r e a se  a s  p o s i t iv e  and n eg a tiv e  
outcomes became more extreme ( H yp oth esis 6 ) ,  T h is  h y p o th esis  
was based on th e f in d in g s  su p p ortin g  th e  co n ten tio n  th a t the  
c o e r c iv e  a c t iv e  environm ent d e tr a c ts  s u b s ta n t ia l ly  from th e  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  o f  th e  a c to r  fo r  n e g a tiv e  outcomes but not fo r  
p o s i t iv e  outcom es. However, th e f a c t  th a t  th e a c to r  fo r e s e e s  
th e  consequences o f  h is  a c t io n s  le a d s  ob servers to  hold a c to r s  
r e sp o n s ib le  commensurate w ith  the in t e n s i t y  o f  the f in a l  
outcome whether th a t  outcome i s  p o s i t iv e  or n e g a t iv e . The
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h y p o th es is  was a ls o  supported by th e  m a jo r ity  o f  th e f in d in g s  
o f  Shaw and h is  a s s o c ia t e s .
F in a l ly ,  a t  th e l e v e l  o f  in t e n t i o n a l i t y , o b serv ers ' AR 
was exp ected  to  be r e l a t i v e l y  u n a ffe c te d  by outcome charac­
t e r i s t i c s  (H ypothesis 7 ) • T h is h y p o th e s is  was based on th e  
f in d in g s  o f  Shaw and h i s  a s s o c ia t e s  th a t  AR tended to  be 
maximal ir r e s p e c t iv e  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The hypo­
t h e s i s  was fu r th er  based  on th e  c o n te n tio n  th a t  th e o b je c t iv e  
c a u sa l r o le  o f  th e  a c to r  i s  maximal and c le a r ly  d if f e r e n t ia t e d  
from th e  ca u sa l r o le  o f  th e  a c t iv e  environm ent and as such  
m inim ally  su b je c t  to  in te r p r e ta t io n  on th e p a rt o f  o b serv ers .
H ypotheses 1 and 2 which concerned o b serv ers ' assignm ent 
o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  outcomes a c r o ss  
l e v e l s  can be used as a r e fe r e n c e  p o in t  fo r  exam ining a c to r -  
o b serv er  d if f e r e n c e s .  What fo l lo w s  i s  th e d e r iv a tio n  o f  
h yp oth eses p e r ta in in g  to  a c to r -o b se r v e r  d if f e r e n c e s  in  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  outcome charac­
t e r i s t i c s ,  a s a fu n c t io n  o f  th e f i v e  l e v e l s  o f c a u s a l i t y ,  
and a s  a fu n c tio n  o f  r e d ir e c t in g  an a c t o r ' s  a t te n t io n  to  
h im se lf  so a s  to  in c r e a se  h is  s e lf -a w a r e n e ss .
H ypotheses 1 and 2 s ta te d  th a t  th e o rd er in g  o f  the l e v e l s  
in  term s o f  o b serv ers ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  would be 
d if f e r e n t  fo r  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  outcom es. H ypothesis 1 
s ta te d  th a t fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es, o b serv ers ' AR would in cr ea se  
from a s s o c ia t io n  to  com m ission to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  j u s t i f i ­
c a t io n  to  in t e n t io n a l i t y .  H yp oth esis 2 s ta te d  th a t  fo r  nega­
t iv e  outcom es, o b serv ers ' AR would in c r e a se  from a s s o c ia t io n  to
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com m ission to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  fo llow ed , by a drop a t  th e  l e v e l  
o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and then  a n o th er  s u b s ta n t ia l  in c r e a se  a t  th e  
l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t io n a l i t y .
But r e se a r c h  on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  has in d ic a te d  t h a t  
th e  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  by a c to r s  and o b serv ers  
d i f f e r s  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  th e p o s i t i v i t y  or n e g a t iv i t y  o f  th e  
f i n a l  outcom e. R esearch  f in d in g s  r e la te d  to  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u ­
t io n  have in d ic a te d  th a t  compared to  o b se r v e r s , a c to r s  ten d  to  
h old  th em se lv es  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcomes but ten d  
to  h o ld  th em se lv es  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es.
Thus, th e  two i n i t i a l  h y p o th eses  can  be expanded to  in c lu d e  
ex p ected  d is c r e p a n c ie s  betw een a c to r s '  and o b ser v e rs '  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm en t a s  a  fu n c t io n  o f  outcome c h a r a c te r ­
i s t i c s  and th e f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  In  th e  ca se  o f  p o s i ­
t i v e  outcom es, a c t o r s  should a s s ig n  g r e a te r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  
th e m se lv es  than  o b se r v ers  sh o u ld  a s s ig n  to  a c to r s  a c r o ss  a l l  
f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  (H y p o th es is  8 ) .  In  th e  ca se  o f  n eg a ­
t i v e  outcom es, a c t o r s  should a s s ig n  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  
th e m se lv es  than  o b serv ers  sh o u ld  a s s ig n  to  a c to r s  a c r o ss  a l l  
f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  ( H y p o th es is  9 ?.
N ext, r e se a r c h  on the th e o r y  o f  o b je c t iv e  s e lf -a w a r e n e s s  
has in d ic a te d  t h a t  fo r  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcom es, a c t o r s  
whose s e lf -a w a r e n e s s  i s  in c r e a s e d  tend to  h o ld  th em se lv es more 
r e s p o n s ib le  than  a c to r s  whose s e lf -a w a r e n e s s  i s  not in c r e a s e d .  
These f in d in g s  a lo n g  w ith  th e  re sea r c h  on th e  d iscrep a n cy  
h y p o th e s is  su g g e s t  a rank o rd er  fo r  th ree  groups o f  s u b je c ts t
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( 1 ) a c to r s  whose s e lf -a w a r e n e s s  i s  in c r e a se d , ( 2 ) a c to r s  
whose s e lf -a w a r e n e ss  i s  n o t in c r e a se d , and ( 3 ) o b se r v e r s . 
However, th e ran k ing  o f  th e  th r ee  groups o f  s u b je c ts  was 
ex p ec ted  to  be d i f f e r e n t  fo r  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  outcom es. 
For p o s i t iv e  outcom es, AR by a c to r s  whose s e lf -a w a r e n e ss  i s  
in c r e a se d  should  be h ig h er  than  AR by a c to r s  whose s e l f -  
aw areness i s  n o t in c r e a se d  which in  tu rn  should be h ig h er  
than AR by o b se r v e r s . Furtherm ore, th e  ranking o f  th e  th r e e  
groups should  be th e  same a c r o ss  a l l  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  
( H yp oth esis  10 )■ In  c o n tr a s t ,  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es, AR by 
a c to r s  whose s e lf -a w a r e n e s s  i s  n o t in c r e a se d  should  be l e s s  
th a n  AR by a c to r s  whose s e lf -a w a r e n e ss  i s  in c r ea se d  which in  
tu rn  should  be l e s s  th an  AR by o b se r v e r s . M oreover, th e  
ran k in g  o f  th e  th r e e  groups should  be th e  same a c r o ss  a l l  
f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  ( H yp oth esis  1 1 ) .
F in a l ly ,  r e la t iv e  to  a c to r s '  assignm en t o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
w ith in  each l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  r a th er  than  a c r o ss  l e v e l s ,  two 
h y p o th eses  may be d er iv ed  based  on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  and 
th e  co rresp o n d in g  n o t io n  o f  s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  A ctors should  tak e  
more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  f o r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es than fo r  n e g a tiv e  
outcom es a c r o ss  a l l  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  (H y p o th esis  12) .  
M oreover, a c to r s  sh ou ld  ta k e  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s p o s i t iv e  
outcom es become more fa v o r a b le  but sh ou ld  take l e s s  resp o n s­
i b i l i t y  a s  n e g a t iv e  outcom es become more sev ere  a c r o s s  a l l  
f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  ( H yp oth esis  13 ) .
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METHOD
S u b jec ts
The Ss were 60 m ale undergraduate s tu d e n ts  e n r o lle d  
in  p sy ch o lo g y  co u r se s  a t  L o u is ia n a  S ta te  U n iv e r s ity .  The 
Ss were v o lu n te e r s , p a r t ic ip a te d  in d iv id u a l ly  in  th e  
experim ent, and r e c e iv e d  e x tr a  cou rse  c r e d it  fo r  p a r t ic -  
ip a t  in g .
C o n s t r u c t io n  o f  A c t io n  S i t u a t i o n s
A p o o l  o f  20 a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  w as u s e d  (A p p en d ix  A ) . 
The 20 a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  c o r r e s p o n d e d  t o  a  5 x  2 x  2 
f a c t o r i a l  a rra n g em en t o f  t h e  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  
( a s s o c i a t i o n ,  c o m m iss io n ,  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  
i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ) ,  t h e  tw o l e v e l s  o f  outcom e v a l e n c e  
( p o s i t i v e ,  n e g a t i v e ) ,  and t h e  two l e v e l s  o f  outcom e  
i n t e n s i t y  ( l o w ,  h i g h ) . Through t h e  a p p r o p r ia t e  u s e  o f  
names and p r o n o u n s  i n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  p r im a ry  a c t o r  i n  
e a c h  s i t u a t i o n ,  t h e  w o r d in g  o f  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  was c o n s i s t e n t  
w i t h  t h e  r o l e  o f  th e  S s  a s  a c t o r s  o r  o b s e r v e r s .
The p o o l  o f  20 a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  was d e v e lo p e d  and
v a l i d a t e d  i n  t h r e e  s t a g e s .  F i r s t ,  a  l a r g e  p o o l  o f  a c t i o n  
s i t u a t i o n s  w as o b t a i n e d .  E ach  s i t u a t i o n  was e i t h e r  o r i g i n a l  
o r  was a d a p te d  from q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  d e v e lo p e d  by Shaw and 
h i s  a s s o c i a t e s .  The s i t u a t i o n s  w ere  w r i t t e n  t o  s a t i s f y  
o p e r a t i o n a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t h r e e  d im e n s io n s  (o u tcom e  
v a l e n c e ,  outcom e i n t e n s i t y ,  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y )  and some
s p e c i f i c  c r i t e r i a  w h ic h  a r e  g i v e n  b e lo w .
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The f i r s t  two dim ensions (outcome v a le n c e  and in t e n s i t y )  
r e fe r  to  th e nature o f  the f i n a l  outcome a s  sta ted  in  th e  
"assignment o f  r e s p o n s ib il ity "  q u estio n  w hich fo llo w s  each  
s i t u a t io n  (s e e  Appendix A). The f in a l  outcome i s  p o s i t iv e  
( fa v o r a b le , d e s ir a b le )  or n eg a tiv e  (un favorab le or u n d es ir ­
ab le) and v a r ie s  in  in t e n s i t y ,  i . e .  the degree o f p o s i t i v i t y  
or n e g a t iv ity  (low , h ig h ).
The l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i ty  dim ension r e f e r s  to  the nature  
o f  the primary a c t o r ' s  ro le  in  producing th e  f in a l  outcome
I .  A sso c ia tio n  l e v e l . The a c t io n s  o f  th e  primary a c to r  
are u n re la ted  to  th e  f in a l  outcom e, but th e  primary a c to r  i s  
in d ir e c t ly  r e la te d  to  the f i n a l  outcome by v ir tu e  o f  a 
p erson al u n it  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  o th er  p eo p le  whose a c t io n s  
do lead  to th e f in a l  outcome.
I I .  Commission l e v e l . The a c t io n s  o f  th e  primary a c to r  
lead  to  th e f in a l  outcome, but th e  f in a l  outcome i s  not 
in tended  and the primary a c to r  could  not have known or 
a n tic ip a te d  the consequences o f  h is  a c t io n s .
I I I .  F o r e s e e a b il ity  l e v e l . The a c t io n s  o f  the prim ary  
a cto r  r e s u lt  in  th e  f in a l  outcome and th e f in a l  outcome i s  
not in ten d ed , but th e  primary a c to r  cou ld  have known or  
a n tic ip a te d  the consequences o f  h is  a c t io n s .
IV. J u s t i f i c a t i o n  l e v e l . The primary a c to r  fo r e s e e s  
the consequences o f  h is  a c t io n s , but ex ten u a tin g  circum ­
sta n ces and/or e x te r n a l c o e r c iv e  fo r c e s  op erate  to warrant 
or f a c i l i t a t e  h is  a c t io n s .
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V. I n t e n t io n a l i t y  l e v e l . The primary a c to r  fo r e s e e s  
th e  consequences o f  h i s  a c t io n s  and he a c t s  to  produce the  
f i n a l  outcome i n  s p i t e  o f  c ircum stances and environmental 
fo r c e s  which operate  to in h i b i t  h i s  behavior.
The a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  were a lso  w r it t e n  to  s a t i s f y  
fou r  s p e c i f i c  c r i t e r i a :  ( i )  a t  the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n ,  
th e  primary a c to r  i s  always in d ir e c t ly  r e la te d  to  the  f i n a l  
outcome by v ir tu e  o f  a s i b l i n g  r e la t io n s h ip  with h i s  
b ro th er , (2) the  name o f  th e  primary a c to r  i s  d i f f e r e n t  fo r  
each s i t u a t io n ,  (3) "the primary a c to r  i s  never the a c tu a l  
r e c ip ie n t  o f  th e  f in a l  outcome, i . e .  someone or something  
e l s e  i s  always the  d ir e c t  o b je c t  o f  harm or b e n e f i t ,  and 
(40 the grammatical s tr u c tu r e  o f  the assignm ent o f  respons­
i b i l i t y  q u e s t io n  i s  co n sta n t  in  th a t  the  r e c ip ie n t  i s  
always the su b je c t  o f  a verb phrase which s t a t e s  the  f i n a l  
outcome ( e . g .  To what degree i s  "the actor"  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  
"the r e c ip ie n t"  being k i l l e d ? ) .
The second stage in  d eve lop in g  th e  20 a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  
invo lved  a s e r i e s  o f  v a l id a t io n  s e s s io n s  w ith  -psychology 
graduate s tu d en ts  (n = 1 2 ) . The s tu d en ts  were requested  to  
c a te g o r iz e  each a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  accord ing  to the  o p era t io n a l  
d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  the three  d im ensions, ,'dach dimension was 
d iscu ssed  and i l l u s t r a t e d  in  d e t a i l  p r io r  to  c a te g o r iz in g  
th e  s i t u a t io n s .  The wording o f  the s i t u a t io n s  always 
corresponded to  o b so rv er -S s . I f  d isagreem ent occurred in  
c a te g o r is in g  an a c t io n  s i t u a t io n ,  then  the s i t u a t io n  was
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r e -w r i t t e n  or d e le te d  based on d is c u s s io n  w ith  the graduate  
stu d en ts  concern ing  the source o f  the d i f f i c u l t y .  I f  no 
disagreem ent occurred, then the  s i t u a t io n  was k ep t.  The 
f i n a l  p oo l o f  20 a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  fo r  which t o t a l  agree­
ment was obtained  was s e le c t e d  fo r  use in  a second p re lim ­
inary study w ith  undergraduate s tu d en ts  e n r o l le d  in  an 
in trod u ctory  psychology  co u r se .  This second p relim inary  
study c o n s t i tu te d  the th ir d  and f i n a l  stage  in  v e r i f y in g  
th a t  the f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  were v a l id ly  represented  
by the 20 a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s .
The purpose was to determ ine i f  o b je c t iv e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  
among the f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  were v a l id ly  r e f l e c t e d  
in  the 20 a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s .  Based on the o p er a t io n a l  
d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  the  f i v e  l e v e l s ,  the f i v e  l e v e l s  were 
expected to  be d is t in g u is h a b le  a lon g  four dimensions:  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  c a u s a l i t y ,  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  
Each dimension r e f e r s  to  th e  nature o f  the a c t o r ' s  r o le  in  
producing the f i n a l  outcome. Each dimension i s  d efined  
below and the expected  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among the l e v e l s  a lo n g  
each dimension are s t ip u la t e d .
To determine i f  o b je c t iv e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among the l e v e l s  
were v a l id ly  r e f l e c t e d  in  the a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s ,  under­
graduate s tu d en ts  were asked to  ev a lu a te  the r o le  o f  the  
primary ac to r  a lo n g  one o f  the  four d im ensions. The 3s  
evaluated  the r o le  o f  the a c to r  a lon g  on ly  one dimension  
fo r  a l l  20 a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s .  The Ss (n=55) were asked to
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read each s i t u a t i o n  and to  in d ic a t e  the  degree to which they  
h o n e s t ly  thought th a t  the outcome was fo r e s e e a b le  ( n = l l ) ,  
th a t  th e  outcome was in ten d ed  (n = 1 5 )» th a t  the a c t io n s  
o f  th e  a c to r  caused the  outcome (n ^ l^ ) ,  or th a t  th e  a c t io n s  
o f  the a c to r  were j u s t i f i e d  (n=15)»
Each o f  the fou r  d im ensions were d e f in e d  as f o l lo w s .  
F o r e s e e a b i l i t y  r e fe r r e d  to th e  degree to  which the a c to r  
cou ld  have a n t ic ip a te d  th a t  h i s  a c t io n s  would r e s u l t  in  th e  
f i n a l  outcome. I n t e n t i o n a l i t y  r e fe r r e d  to  the degree to  
which th e  f i n a l  outcome was p a r t  o f  the  g o a ls  o f  th e  
primary a c t o r .  C a u s a l i ty  r e fe r r e d  to  th e  degree to  which  
th e  f i n a l  outcome was a r e s u l t  o f  th e  a c t io n s  o f  the  a c to r .  
J u s t i f i c a t i o n  r e fe r r e d  to  th e  degree to  which the a c t io n s  
o f  the a c to r  were w arranted .
For each s i t u a t i o n  th e  3 s  were asked to  in d ic a t e  what 
th ey  thought by ch eck in g  a 2 1 -p o in t  p ercen tage  s c a le  which 
ranged from to  100;i i n  u n i t s  o f  5' .̂ The wording o f  the  
s i t u a t i o n s  always corresponded  to  o b se r v e r -3 s  and answer 
sh e e ts  were provided  w ith  th e  a p p ro p r ia te  q u e s t io n  and 
the p ercen ta g e  s c a le  f o r  each s i t u a t i o n  ( e . g .  see  Appendix D). 
The gen era l form o f  the q u e s t io n s  f o r  each s i t u a t i o n  were a s  
fo l lo w s :  (1) To what degree cou ld  "the actor"  f o r e s e e  "the 
f i n a l  outcome?", (2) To what degree was "the f i n a l  outcome" 
"the a c t o r ' s "  in t e n t io n ? ,  (3) To what degree did "the a c to r ' s "  
a c t io n s  cause  "the f i n a l  outcome?", or  (*!■) To what degree  
were th e  a c t io n s  o f  "the a c t o r ” j u s t i f i e d ?
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The mean p er c en ta g e -r e sp o n se  o f  th e  Ss was determ ined  
fo r  the fo u r  s i t u a t i o n s  a t  each l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  The 
mean f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  c a u s a l i t y ,  and 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  are g r a p h ic a l ly  p re se n te d  in  F ig u res  1 
through r e s p e c t i v e l y .  The g e n e r a l  p a t t e r n  o f  the means 
fo r  each d im ension  was exp ected  to  be a s  f o l lo w s  based on 
th e  o p e r a t io n a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  o f  t h e  l e v e l s  and was supported  
o v e r a l l .  F i r s t ,  the  o v e r a l l  e x p e c ta t io n  was th a t  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  (F igure l ) ,  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  (F igu re  2 ) ,  and 
c a u s a l i t y  (F igure  3) would in c r e a s e  from a s s o c ia t io n  to  
com mission t o  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  in t e n t io n ­
a l i t y .  However, j u s t i f i c a t i o n  (F ig u re  *0 was expected  to  
g e n e r a l ly  d ecrea se  from a s s o c i a t i o n  to  com m ission to  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  t o  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .
Second, some s p e c i f i c  e x p e c ta t io n s  f o r  each dim ension  
were as  f o l l o w s  and were g e n e r a l ly  supported: ( l )  f o r e s e e ­
a b i l i t y  (F ig u r e  1) was expected  t o  be r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  a t  
th e  l e v e l s  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  r e l a t i v e l y  
low a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  and com m ission, but i n t e r ­
m ediate a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ;  (2 )  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  
(F igure 2)  was ex p ec ted  to  be r e l a t i v e l y  h ig h  a t  the l e v e l s  
o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  but r e l a t i v e l y  low a t  
the l e v e l s  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n ,  com m ission, and f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ;  
(3) c a u s a l i t y  (F igure 3) was exp ected  to  be r e l a t i v e l y  
high  a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  and 
i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  but r e l a t i v e l y  low a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f
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Figure 1. Mean percen t f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  by 
l e v e l  f o r  q u e st io n , "To what 
degree cou ld  X fo r e s e e  th a t  h i s  
a c t io n s  would lead  to  Y?"
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Figure 3* Mean p ercen t c a u s a l i t y  by l e v e l  
fo r  q u e st io n , "To what degree  
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Mean p ercen t in t e n t io n a l i t y  by 
l e v e l  f o r  q u estion , "To what 
degree was Y X 's in ten tion ?"
Jb-
I I I I I  IVI V
Figure 4-. Mean p ercen t j u s t i f i c a t i o n  by 
l e v e l  fo r  q u estio n , "To what 
degree were X's a c t io n s  
j u s t i f i e d ? ”
a s s o c ia t io n  and commission; (i)0 j u s t i f i c a t i o n  (F igure *0 
was expected to  "be r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  a t  the l e v e l s  o f  
a s s o c ia t io n ,  commission, and j u s t i f i c a t i o n  but r e l a t i v e l y  
low a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .
Since th e s e  g en er a l  ex p e c ta t io n s  were supported o v e r a l l  
the f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  were s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  represen ted  
i n  the 20 a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  used i n  the p r e se n t  study.  
Procedure
The 60 Ss were a ss ig n e d  a t  random to  th e  th ree  "subject  
r o le  -  fo cu s  o f  a t te n t io n "  c o n d it io n s  w ith  20 Ss p er  group 
(a c to rs  w ith  fo cu s , a c t o r s  w ithout fo c u s ,  and o b se r v e r s ) .  
When each S arr ived  a t  the experim ental room, the  S was 
greeted  by the  E. Each S was th e n  le d  in to  th e  experim ental  
room and asked to s i t  a t  a t a b le .  At t h i s  p o in t ,  the  
procedure f o r  each S i n  the "no focus" and "focus" con d i­
t io n s  was d i f f e r e n t .
A ctor-S s  and ob server-S s  i n  th e  "no f o c u s ” c o n d it io n  
only p a r t ic ip a te d  in  th e  "assignment of r e s p o n s ib i l i t y "  ta sk  
Each S was handed a w r it t e n  s e t  o f  in s t r u c t io n s  which 
corresponded to  h is  r o l e  as an a c to r  or as an observer  
(Appendix B ) . An answer sh eet  was provided a lo n g  w ith  
th ese  in s t r u c t io n s  (Appendix C ). As the E handed the  
m a te r ia ls  to  the S, th e  E to ld  each S, "Here are some 
in s t r u c t io n s  which w i l l  exp la in  what w e ' l l  be do ing . Would 
you p le a se  take your tim e and read th ese  in s t r u c t io n s  
thoroughly very c a r e f u l l y .  When you 're  f in i s h e d ,  I w i l l
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answer any q u e st io n s  you might have,"
In th e s e  in s t r u c t io n s ,  each S was asked to  read each 
s i t u a t io n s  and to  in d ic a t e  the degree to  which h e , a s  the 
a c to r ,  or th e  ce n tr a l  c h a r a c te r ,  a s  an observer, was 
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  the f i n a l  outcome i n  each s i t u a t i o n .  The 
20 s i t u a t io n s  were p r e s e n te d  in  random order to  each S 
by means o f  a s l id e  p r o j e c t o r .  Each s l i d e  con ta in ed  one 
a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n  a long w ith  the assignm ent o f  r e sp o n s­
i b i l i t y  q u e s t io n  which was a p p ro p r ia te ly  phrased f o r  h is  
r o le  as an a c to r  or a s  an observer . Each a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  
was numbered on the s l i d e  and the order in  which th e  
s i t u a t io n s  were p resen ted  to  each S was g iven  on th e  S 's  
answer s h e e t . Each S was asked to  in d ic a te  what he 
h o n e st ly  thought was th e  appropriate degree o f  resp on s­
i b i l i t y  by u s in g  the p ercen tage  s c a le  which was provided  
a t  the top  o f  the answer sh eet (Appendix C ). The s c a le  
was a 2 1 -p o in t  percen tage  sc a le  ra n g in g  from 0?2 to  100% in  
u n i t s  o f  5?°.
A fte r  each S f i n i s h e d  reading th e  in s t r u c t io n s  and a l l  
q u estio n s  were answered, th e  S was shown two p r a c t i c e  s l i d e s  
to  f a m i l ia r i z e  the S w ith  the procedure, to  make sure the  
p r o je c to r  was focused p r o p er ly , and to  make sure the  S 
had no fu r th e r  q u e s t io n s .  The p r a c t i c e  s l i d e s  conta ined  
the f o l lo w in g  two a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  and the S was asked to  
in d ic a te  h i s  answer to  th e  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
q u estio n  a t  the end o f  th e  in s t r u c t io n s :  (1) One day
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se v e r a l  o f  K ar l’s (your) f r a t e r n i t y  b ro th ers  were f i s h i n g  
a t  th e  la k e .  They found a f i s h i n g  rod in  th e  bushes and 
broke i t .  To what degree i s  K arl (are you) r e sp o n s ib le  
fo r  the  f i s h in g  rod b ein g  broken? and (2) W alter was (You 
were) making some b u s in e ss  te lep h o n e  c a l l s .  When the  
phone rang in  one home Walter (you) c a l l e d ,  i t  awakened 
a man who was s le e p in g  near a broken gas h e a te r .  I f  he 
had n ot awakened, th e  le a k in g  gas would have k i l l e d  him.
To what degree i s  W alter (are  you) r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  the  
man's l i f e  being saved?
A fte r  the two p r a c t ic e  s l i d e s  had been shown and a l l  
q u e s t io n s  were answered, the E t o ld  the S, "Just to rep ea t  
b efore  we s t a r t ,  remember th a t  th e re  are no r ig h t  or wrong 
answers. The purpose o f  what w e're  doing i s  to  f in d  out  
what p eo p le  h o n e s t ly  th ink  i s  th e  appropriate  degree o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  th in g s  th a t  happen. Again, p le a s e  read  
each s t o r y  very c a r e f u l ly  and t r y  to  imagine th a t  you are  
a c t u a l ly  a w itn e ss  ( i f  the S was an ob server) or a c t u a l ly  
in v o lv ed  ( i f  the S was an a c to r )  before you in d ic a te  what 
you h o n e s t ly  th in k  i s  the ap propriate  degree o f  resp ons­
i b i l i t y  i n  each c a s e .  I f  you d o n 't  have any q u e s t io n s ,  
then we w i l l  s t a r t ."
The procedure fo r  each a c to r -S s  in  th e  "focus" c o n d i­
t io n  was as f o l lo w s .  Each S was greeted  by the E a s  was 
done w ith  the Ss in  the "no focus"  c o n d it io n .  The S was 
led  in to  the experim ental room and asked to  s i t  a t a t a b l e .
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The t a b le  had m irrors  lo c a te d  on th e  f r o n t  and on two s id e s  
o f  th e  t a b le  l i k e  a l ib r a r y  stu d y  c a r r e l .  The Ss were t o ld  
t h a t  th ey  were to  perform  two t a s k s ,  the  f i r s t  one b e in g  a 
s im p le  c l e r i c a l  ta s k  w hich  req u ired  th e  u se  o f  th e  m ir r o r s .
The c a r r e l  was c o n s tr u c te d  such t h a t  th e  a c t o r - S s  under  
fo c u s  o f  a t t e n t i o n  were exposed t o  t h e i r  f u l l  f r o n t a l  and 
p r o f i l e  image throughout t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  th e  a s s ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t a s k .  The s l i d e s  were p r o je c te d  
onto the w a l l  in  f r o n t  o f  the S such th a t  th e  S had to  look  
up over  th e  f r o n t  m irror  to  read th e  s i t u a t i o n s .  As th e  S 
lo o k ed  up and down i n  re a d in g  th e  s i t u a t i o n s  and answ ering  
th e  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  q u e s t io n s ,  he was c o n s t a n t ly  
exposed  to  h i s  own im age. P a tter n e d  a f t e r  th e  study by Duval 
and Wicklund (1973)* t h i s  m a n ip u la tio n  was t o  in c r e a s e  the  
s e l f -a w a r e n e s s  o f  th e  a c t o r - S s  throughout h i s  p a r t i c ip a t io n  
i n  th e  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ta s k .
B efore th e  S p a r t i c ip a t e d  i n  th e  assignm ent o f  re sp o n s­
i b i l i t y  t a s k ,  he was asked  to  perform a s im p le  c l e r i c a l  t a s k .  
The purpose o f  th e  c l e r i c a l  ta s k  was to  p ro v id e  a r a t io n a le  
f o r  th e  p resen ce  o f  th e  m ir r o r s .  The Ss were g iv e n  a v er b a l  
s e t  o f  in s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  p erform ing th e  c l e r i c a l  ta sk  (Appendix  
D ) . The c l e r i c a l  t a s k  req u ired  each S t o  copy an IBM answer 
s h e e t  th a t  was a lr e a d y  marked onto a b lank  IBM s h e e t . The 
two IBM s h e e t s  were p la c e d  between an opaque p a r t i t i o n  and 
th e  fr o n t  m irro r . Upon co m p let io n  o f  th e  c l e r i c a l  t a s k ,  the  
S was informed o f  h i s  perform an ce. Then, th e  IBM s h e e t s  and
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p a r t i t i o n  were removed, but the m irrors remained f o r  th e  
"focus o f  a t te n t io n "  m a n ip u la tio n . The E then  handed the  
S the  m a te r ia ls  f o r  th e  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ta sk .  
The remainder o f  th e  procedure was e x a c t l y  the same a s  th a t  
f o r  a c to r -  and o b se r v e r -S s  in  the "no focu s"  c o n d it io n .
A l l  £ s  were d e b r ie fe d  a f t e r  t h e i r  p a r t i c ip a t io n  and 
each was g iven  a card s ig n ed  by the E so th a t  each S could  
n o t i f y  h i s  te a c h e r  th a t  he had p a r t ic ip a t e d  in  th e  e x p e r i­
ment fo r  ex tra  cou rse  c r e d i t .
D esign
A co m p lete ly  randomized d es ig n  w ith  a s p l i t - p l o t  
arrangement o f  f a c t o r s  was employed (Appendix E ). The 
Between-Ss p a r t i t i o n  o f  the  a n a ly s is  o f  variance in vo lved  
th e  th r ee  ’’su b je c t  r o l e  -  fo cu s  o f  a t t e n t i o n ” groups 
(a c to r s  w ith  fo c u s ,  a c t o r s  w ithout f o c u s ,  and o b s e r v e r s ) .  
The W ithin-Ss p a r t i t i o n  in vo lved  th e  20 a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  
which rep resen ted  a 5 x 2 x 2 f a c t o r i a l  arrangement o f  
l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  outcome v a len ce , and outcome i n t e n s i t y .  
The dependent v a r ia b le  was the amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
a ss ig n e d  fo r  th e  outcome in  each a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  (AH).
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The purpose o f  th e  p resen t stu d y  was to  compare a c to r s '  
and o b s e r v e r s ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  in  a c t io n  s i t u a ­
t io n s .  The a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  d i f f e r e d  in  two r e s p e c t s .  The 
a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  d i f f e r e d  not on ly  in  terms o f  f i v e  l e v e l s  
o f  c a u s a l i t y  but a ls o  in  terms o f  the  nature o f  the f i n a l  
outcome. The f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  were a s s o c ia t io n ,  
commission, f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y . 
The f i n a l  outcome i n  each a c t io n  s i t u a t io n  d i f f e r e d  in  both  
valence and in t e n s i t y .  That i s ,  th e  f i n a l  outcome in  each  
a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n  was e i t h e r  a low or high p o s i t i v e  or nega­
t i v e  outcome. Thus, a l l  research  q u e s t io n s  concerned a c to r s '  
and o b ser v ers '  assignm ent of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  
l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a s  o b je c t ­
iv e ly  d e p ic te d  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s .
Of th e  13 hypotheses  t e s t e d  i n  t h i s  stud y , seven hypo­
th e s e s  (Hypotheses 1 -7 )  d ea lt  e x c lu s iv e ly  w ith  ob servers '  
assignment o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  The f in d in g s  r e la t e d  to 
these  seven  hypotheses w i l l  be con sid ered  p r io r  to  the  
f in d in g s  r e la t e d  to  th e  hypotheses  d e a lin g  w ith  a c to r -  
observer d i f f e r e n c e s ,  namely H ypotheses 8 - 1 3 .
Hypotheses 1-7 concerned o b s e r v e r s ’ assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to a c t o r s .  To in v e s t ig a t e  th e s e  hypoth eses ,  
an a n a ly s i s  o f  var ian ce  was conducted u s in g  data  obtained  
from ob serv ers  on ly . The o b je c t iv e  was to  a s s e s s  the e f f e c t s  
o f  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  on the
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degree to which o b ser v e r s  held  a c t o r s  r e s p o n s ib le .  The 
dependent v a r ia b le  was th e  amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) 
a ss ig n ed  by o b servers  f o r  th e  f i n a l  outcome i n  each a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  a n a ly s i s  o f  v a r ia n c e  are  
g iven  in  T ab le  1. The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  a n a ly s i s  and the  
r e s u l t s  o f  orth ogona l com parisons w i l l  be d is c u s s e d  w ith in  
the c o n te x t  o f  the r e le v a n t  h y p o th e ses .
H ypotheses 1 and 2 concerned o b se r v e r s '  assignm en t o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes a cr o ss  
th e  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  I t  was expected  th a t  
o b ser v ers '  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  would in c r e a s e  
a cross  th e  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  but th e  in c r e a s e  a c r o ss  
l e v e l s  ( i . e .  th e  o rd er in g  o f  the  l e v e l s )  in  th e  mean AR 
a ss ig n ed  by o b servers  would depend upon outcome v a le n c e .
The r e s u l t s  o f  the a n a l y s i s  o f  v a r ia n c e  supported  t h i s  
e x p e c ta t io n  (Table 1 ) .  The h ig h ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  l e v e l  x 
valence  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  F ( 4 ,3 6 l )  = 1 1 .9 6 ,  p < . 0 1 ,  in d ic a te d  
th a t  the changes in  o b s e r v e r s ’ assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
a cr o ss  l e v e l s  was a f f e c t e d  by th e  v a le n c e  o f  th e  f i n a l  
outcom es.
The f in d in g s  r e l a t e d  to  H yp oth es is  1 and H yp oth es is  2 
w i l l  be p r e s e n te d  s e p a r a t e ly .  The data  r e le v a n t  to  th e se  
two h y p o th eses  are c o n ta in e d  in  Table 2 and F igu re  5*
Table 2 c o n ta in s  the mean AR by o b ser v e r s  f o r  p o s i t i v e  and 
n eg a t iv e  outcomes a t  each  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  w h i le  Figure 5 
p r e s e n ts  t h e s e  means g r a p h ic a l ly .
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Table 1
A n a l y s i s  o f  v a r ia n c e  f o r  o b s e r v e r s '  
a s s ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
t o  a c t o r s
S o u rce df s s MS F
S u b j e c t 19 1 2 1 3 2 .7 9 0
L e v e l  (L) if 378123. lifO 9 if5 3 0 .785 169 .3^  **
V a le n c e  (V) 1 3 9 8 1 . 6 1 0 3 9 8 1 . 6 1 0 7 .3 1  **
I n t e n s i t y  ( I ) 1 9 6 1 . 0 0 0 9 6 1 . 0 0 0 1 . 7 2
L x  V if 2 6 6 9 8 . 9^0 66?if.735 1 1 . 9 6  **
L x  I if ififlif. 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 .5 0 0 1 .9 8
V x  I 1 81.000 8 1 .0 0 0 0 .1 5
L x  V x  I if 10309.000 2577.250 if . 62 **
e r r o r 361 2 0 1 5 2 i f . l l 0 558.239
t o t a l , 329 ... 6 3 8 2 2 5 . 5 9 0
* P < . 0 5
** p <  .0 1
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T able  2
Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a ss ig n e d  by a c to r s ,  o b serv ers ,  
and a c to r s  w ith  the s e l f -a w a r e n e ss  m anip u lation  (SA a c to r s )  
fo r  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes a t  each l e v e l  o f  
c a u s a l i t y  and o v e r a l l !  a s s o c ia t io n  (L evel X), 
commission (L ev e l  I I ) ,  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
(L ev e l I I I ) , j u s t i f i c a t i o n  (L eve l IV) 
and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  (L ev e l V)
L eve l
Role Valence I II I I I IV V O vera ll
P o s i t i v e 7 .1 27-1 7 5 .0 8 0 . 5 8 5 . 8 55.1
A ctor
N egative 4 .6 21 .6 8 0 .2 55-3 9 7 . 9 51.9
P o s i t i v e 6 .9 42 .1 6 7 .6 7 2 .4 8 6 .0 5 5 .0
Observer
N egative 6 .6 10 .4 7 8 .4 53-9 9 4 .3 50 .7
P o s i t i v e 3 -3 35-3 75*8 88.1 90 .9 58 .7
SA Actor







3 0  -
P o s i t i v e  —  
N egative  ----lo­
l lI I I I IV V
L e v e l
Figure 5* Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ig n ed  
by o b se r v e r s  fo r  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  ou t­
comes a t  each l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y :  a s s o c ia ­
t io n  ( I ) ,  commission ( I I ) ,  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
( I I I ) ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  ( IV) ,  and in t e n t io n -  
a l i t y  ( V ) .
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H ypothesis 1 p r e d ic te d  th a t  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes, 
o b ser v ers  would hold  the a c to r  more r e s p o n s ib le  from a s s o ­
c i a t i o n  to  commission to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  
i n t e n t i o n a l i t y . T h is  p r e d ic t io n  was based on the c o n te n t io n  
th a t  r e l a t i v e  to  th e  c a u sa l r o l e  o f  th e  a c t iv e  environment, 
the potency  o f  th e  a c t o r ' s  c a u s a l  r o le  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  
o b j e c t iv e ly  in c r e a s e s  from a s s o c ia t io n  to  commission to  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  As such, 
a corresponding  in c r e a s e  in  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent by 
o b serv ers  was ex p ec ted .
The order o f  the  means confirm ed t h i s  h y p o th e s is  (Table 2 
and F igure 5)■ O bservers h e ld  the a c to r  more r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes from a s s o c ia t io n  (X = 6 . 9?S) to  commission  
(X = ^2.190 to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  (X = 6 7 . 69S) t o  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
(X = 7 2 . ^ )  to  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  (X = 86.095).
In  c o n tr a s t  to  H ypothesis  1 , H ypothesis  2 d e a l t  w ith  
n e g a t iv e  outcomes and s ta te d  a d i f f e r e n t  ord er in g  o f  the f i v e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  For n e g a t iv e  outcomes, the e x p e c ta t io n  
was th a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent would in cr ea se  from a s s o ­
c i a t i o n  to commission to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  but then would drop 
a t  the  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo llo w ed  by a s u b s ta n t ia l  
in c r e a se  at the l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  The expected  drop 
i n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a t  the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
was based on the  c o n te n t io n  t h a t  the e x te r n a l  c o e r c iv e  fo r c e s  
o p e r a t in g  at t h i s  l e v e l  d e tr a c t  s u b s t a n t ia l ly  from the  
p e r c e iv e d  c o n tr ib u t io n  o f  th e  a c to r  in  the production  o f
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n e g a t iv e  outcomes. However, f o r  p o s i t iv e  outcomes, th e se  
e x te r n a l  coerc ive  f o r c e s  were n o t  expected  to  operate in  a 
d e tr a c t in g  manner. Thus, as  s ta te d  in  H ypothesis  1 fo r  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes, o b s e r v e r s 1 r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent was 
ex p ec ted  to  be low er  a t  the l e v e l  o f f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  than  at  
th e  l e v e l  of j u s t i f i c a t i o n  w h i le  for  n e g a t iv e  outcomes, as  
s t a te d  i n  H ypothesis 2 , o b ser v ers '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent  
was expected  to be g re a te r  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
th an  a t  the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .
The order o f  th e  means f o r  n eg a tiv e  outcomes supported  
H yp oth esis  2 (Table 2 and F igu re 5) • Observers h e ld  the  
a c to r  more r e s p o n s ib le  for  n e g a t iv e  outcomes from a s s o c ia t io n  
(Y =* 6 .6 %) to  com m ission (X = 10 .*$) to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
(X = 78 .*$) fo l lo w e d  by the expected  drop a t  the l e v e l  o f  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  (X = 53*970 and then  a s u b s ta n t ia l  in c r e a se  
toward a maximum a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  (X = 9^*370*
There were a d d i t io n a l  h ypotheses  p e r t a in in g  to  o b s e r v e r s 1 
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  These h yp oth eses , namely 
H ypotheses 3 through 7 , concerned the p a t t e r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
assignm ent as a f u n c t io n  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  w ith in  each  
l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  rather  than  across  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
In  g en era l,  H ypotheses 3-7 were based on th e  e x p e c ta t io n  th a t  
th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  on o b servers ' respons­
i b i l i t y  assignment would change from l e v e l  to  l e v e l .  That i s ,  
o b ser v ers '  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  low to  h igh  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes and fo r  low  to  high n e g a t iv e  outcomes would
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depend upon the l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  as o b j e c t iv e ly  d ep ic ted  
in  the a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s .  The r e s u l t s  o f  the  a n a ly s is  o f  
var ian ce  supported t h i s  e x p e c ta t io n  (Table 1) . The r e s u l t s  
re v ea led  a h igh ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  l e v e l  x v a le n c e  in te r a c t io n ,
F(^»3 6 l )  = I I . 9 6 , p <  . 0 1 , and a h ig h ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  l e v e l  x 
v a len ce  x in t e n s i t y  in t e r a c t io n ,  F (^ ,3 6 l)  = 4-.6 2 , p < . 0 1 .  
T h erefo re , ob servers ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  
outcomes o f  varying v a len c e  and in t e n s i t y  d id  depend upon 
th e  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
Before examining th e  r e s u l t i n g  p a t te r n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
assignm ent, the co n cep tu a l framework u n d er ly in g  t h i s  examina­
t io n  w i l l  be b r i e f l y  review ed. B a s ic a l ly ,  th e  p resen t study  
was d esigned  to determ ine which l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  would 
y i e l d  a p a tter n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent th a t  would 
conform to  the p a t te r n  p r e d ic te d  from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  
th eo ry .
D efen sive  a t t r ib u t io n  th eory  p r e d ic t s  th a t  ob servers '  
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  any a c t io n  sequence depends 
upon both  the v a len ce  and i n t e n s i t y  o f  the outcome. Thus, 
a review  o f  the p a t t e r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent  
p r e d ic te d  from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eo ry  i s  e s s e n t i a l  fo r  
understanding  the d i s c u s s io n  o f  the p r e d ic te d  and obta ined  
r e s u l t s .  F ir s t ,  w ith  re sp e c t  to  the e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a le n c e ,  
ob serv ers  are expected  to  hold a c to r s  more r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  
n e g a t iv e  outcomes th an  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes. Second, th e  
expected  e f f e c t  o f  outcome i n t e n s i t y  on o b serv ers '  assignm ent  
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  d i f f e r e n t  f o r  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes.
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For n e g a t iv e  outcomes, o b se r v er s  are exp ected  to  hold a c t o r s  
more r e s p o n s ib le  a s  t h e s e  n e g a t iv e  outcomes become more 
s e v e r e .  That i s ,  o b s e r v e r s ’ assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i s  
exp ected  to  be g r e a te r  f o r  h igh  n e g a t iv e  outcomes than f o r  
low n e g a t iv e  outcom es.
In  c o n tr a s t  to  th e  p r e d ic te d  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  nega­
t i v e  outcom es, th e  p r e d ic te d  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes i s  l e s s  c l e a r .  As p o s i t i v e  outcomes become more 
fa v o r a b le ,  th e  r e s u l t  co u ld  be e i t h e r  in c r e a se d  or d ecreased  
amounts o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a ss ig n m en t. E ith e r  an in c r e a se  or  
a d ecrease  would support d e fe n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th eory  s in c e  
th e s e  c o n tr a d ic to r y  p r e d ic t io n s  correspond to  t h e  a l t e r n a t iv e  
fo rm u la t io n s  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th eo ry  proposed by 
W alster ( 1 9 6 7 ) and Shaw and S k o ln ick  ( 1971) .  W alster p o s t u l ­
a ted  th a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent would in c r e a s e  a s  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes became more fa v o r a b le  w h ile  Shaw and S koln ick  
p r e d ic te d  th e  o p p o s ite  tren d , i . e .  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent  
would d ecrea se  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more fa v o r a b le .
But the  p a t t e r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent p r e d ic te d  by 
d e fe n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th eory  was n ot exp ected  a t  a l l  f i v e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  s in c e  the nature o f  th e  in t e r a c t io n  
between th e  primary a c t o r  and th e  a c t iv e  environment i s  
d i s t i n c t l y  d i f f e r e n t  a t  each l e v e l .  I t  was p r e c i s e l y  the  
unique nature o f  the  i n t e r a c t io n  among c a u s a l  a g e n ts  as  
d e p ic te d  i n  a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s  a t  each l e v e l  which was to  
determ ine th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  on o b s e r v e r s ’
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r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a t  each l e v e l .  The nature o f  t h i s  
i n t e r a c t i o n  a t  each l e v e l  was a l s o  expected  to  determ ine  
w hether or not th e  r e s u l t i n g  p a t t e r n  o f  o b se r v e r s '  re sp o n s­
i b i l i t y  assignm ent would conform to  the p r e d ic t io n s  o f  
d e f e n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th e o r y .  At some l e v e l s  th e  nature  
o f  th e  c a u sa l  i n t e r a c t i o n  was ex p ec ted  to  be in te r p r e te d  by 
o b s e r v e r s  in  such a way th a t  would y i e ld  a p a t t e r n  o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent t h a t  would conform to  th a t  
p r e d ic t e d  by d e fe n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n .  At o th e r  l e v e l s  though, 
the n a tu r e  o f  th e  i n t e r a c t io n  was not exp ected  to  be 
in t e r p r e te d  in  such a way th a t  would y i e l d  a p a t te r n  o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent conform ing to t h a t  p r e d ic te d  by 
d e f e n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n .  T h ere fo re , in  exam ining th e  f in d in g s  
a t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  the d i f f e r i n g  nature o f  
th e  i n t e r a c t io n  among c a u sa l  a g e n ts  was ex p ec ted  to  r e s u l t  
in  d i f f e r e n t  ob served  p a t te r n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a ss ig n m en t . 
In  tu r n ,  th ese  p a t t e r n s  were to  be comparable to  th e  p a t t e r n  
ex p ec te d  from d e f e n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th e o ry .
In  r e la t in g  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the n a tu re  o f  th e  i n t e r ­
a c t i o n  among c a u s a l  a g en ts  a t  each  l e v e l  to  th e  observed  
p a t t e r n  a t  each l e v e l  and i n  tu r n , comparing th e  observed  
p a t t e r n  a t  each l e v e l  w ith  th e  p a t te r n  p r e d ic te d  from 
d e f e n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th e o r y ,  two c a t e g o r ie s  o f  data were 
examined - -  means and freq u en cy  d i s t r i b u t i o n s .  The l a t t e r  
c a te g o r y  of data  ( I . e .  frequency  d i s t r ib u t io n s )  i s  not  
p r e s e n te d  at every  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  These d i s t r i b u t i o n s
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supplemented t h e  in fo r m a tio n  re p r ese n ted  by com parisons among 
th e  means and were p r ese n te d  when a p p ro p r ia te  f o r  e l u c id a t in g  
th e  f i n d i n g s .
The f i r s t  ca teg o r y  o f  d ata  was th e  mean amount o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a s s ig n e d  by o b s e r v e r s .  Three in d iv id u a l  
o rth o g o n a l com parisons were conducted a t  each l e v e l  o f  c a u s­
a l i t y  to  determ ine the e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a le n c e  and i n t e n s i t y .  
Each com parison corresponded  to  a se p a r a te  p r e d ic t io n  o f  
d e fe n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th e o r y .  The f o l lo w in g  com parisons  
were made a t  each  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y :  ( l )  th e  mean AR fo r  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes was compared to  th e  mean AR f o r  n e g a t iv e  
outcomes; (2) th e  mean AR f o r  low p o s i t i v e  outcomes was 
compared to  th e  mean AR f o r  h igh  p o s i t i v e  outcomes; (3) th e  
mean AR fo r  low n eg a t iv e  outcomes was compared to  th e  mean AR 
fo r  h igh  n e g a t iv e  outcom es. Thus, a t  each l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  
com parison 1 rep r ese n ted  th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a le n c e  w h ile  
com parisons 2 and 3 r e p r e se n te d  th e  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  
p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcom es.
The second  ca teg o ry  o f  data t h a t  was examined a t  each  
l e v e l  was th e  frequency o f  o b serv ers  whose in d iv id u a l  p a t t e r n  
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent matched th e  p a t te r n  r e f l e c t e d  by 
th e  means. For example, i f  the mean AR a ss ig n e d  by a l l  20 
o b se r v e r s  a t  a  p a r t i c u la r  l e v e l  was h ig h er  f o r  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes than  f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes, then  th e  q u e s t io n  was 
how many o f  th e  20 o b s e r v e r s  showed th e  p a t te r n  r e f l e c t e d  by 
th e  means. That i s ,  "How many o b se r v e r s  a s s ig n e d  more 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes than f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes
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a t  t h a t  le v e l? "  S im i la r ly ,  i f  th e  mean AR a ss ig n e d  "by a l l  20 
o b ser v e r s  a t  a p a r t i c u la r  l e v e l  was l e s s  f o r  h igh  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes than  f o r  low  p o s i t i v e  outcom es, th en  th e  q u e s t io n  
was "How many o b se r v e r s  a s s ig n e d  l e s s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  h igh  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes than  f o r  low p o s i t i v e  outcomes a t  th a t  l e v e l? "  
L ik e w ise ,  th e  same q u e s t io n  was asked re g a rd in g  th e  i n t e n s i t y  
o f  n e g a t iv e  outcom es.
Based on th e s e  q u e s t io n s ,  freq uency  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  were 
c o n s tr u c te d  a t  each l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  F i r s t ,  fo r  each  
in d iv id u a l  ob server  a t  a p a r t i c u la r  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  th e  
mean AR f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes (two p o s i t i v e  outcomes per  l e v e l )  
was compared to  th e  mean AR f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes (two n e g a t iv e  
outcomes p er  l e v e l ) . Each o b ser v e r  was th e n  c a te g o r iz e d  a s  
h av ing  a mean AR f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes g r e a te r  than , equal t o , 
or  l e s s  than  h i s  mean AR f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es. F in a l ly ,  a 
d eterm in a tio n  was made o f  th e  freq u en cy  o f  o b se r v e rs  whose 
mean AR f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes was g r e a te r  th a n , equal t o ,  or  
l e s s  than  th a t  f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es. The r e s u l t i n g  frequency  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  th u s  r e f l e c t e d  th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a le n c e  and 
s im i la r  freq uency  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  were produced f o r  each l e v e l  
o f  c a u s a l i t y .
In  c o n s t r u c t in g  t h e s e  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  and th e  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  
d e sc r ib e d  below , i f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  between means was l e s s  than  
10#, th en  th e  amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n e d  fo r  p o s i t i v e  
and n e g a t iv e  outcomes was s a id  to  be "equal."  That i s ,  a 
d i f f e r e n c e  o f  10% o r  more was needed to  d e c la r e  " greater  
than" or " le s s  th a n ."
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A s im i la r  procedure was u sed  in  p roducing  frequency  
d i s t r i b u t i o n s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  th e  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  
outcomes a t  each l e v e l .  For each  in d iv id u a l  o b server  a t  each  
l e v e l ,  th e  amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a ss ig n e d  f o r  the h ig h  
p o s i t i v e  outcome (one h igh  p o s i t i v e  outcome p e r  l e v e l )  was 
compared t o  th e  amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n e d  fo r  th e  
low p o s i t i v e  outcome (one low p o s i t i v e  outcome per  l e v e l ) .
A fte r  c l a s s i f y i n g  each ob serv er  based on t h i s  com parison, 
a d e term in a tio n  was th e n  made o f  th e  freq u en cy  o f  o b serv ers  
whose amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the h igh  p o s i t i v e  outcome 
was g r e a te r  than , eq u a l t o ,  or l e s s  than t h a t  f o r  the low  
p o s i t i v e  outcome based  on a d i f f e r e n c e  o f  10?2!. Thus, t h e s e  
frequency  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  r e f l e c t e d  the e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes a t  each l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
U s in g  th e  same method t h a t  was used f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcom es, 
a frequ en cy  d i s t r i b u t i o n  r e f l e c t i n g  the e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  
n e g a t iv e  outcomes a t  each l e v e l  was c o n s tr u c te d .  That i s ,  a  
d eterm in a tio n  was made o f  th e  frequency o f  o b se r v er s  whose 
amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  th e  h igh  n e g a t iv e  outcome a t  
each l e v e l  was g r e a te r  than , eq u a l t o ,  or l e s s  than t h a t  f o r  
the low n e g a t iv e  outcome a t  t h a t  l e v e l .
H yp oth es is  3 concerned th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome c h a r a c te r ­
i s t i c s  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n .  At th e  l e v e l  o f  a s s o c i a ­
t i o n ,  observers*  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was exp ected  
to  be minimal r e g a r d le s s  o f  th e  nature o f  th e  f i n a l  outcome. 
That i s ,  th e  e x p e c ta t io n  was t h a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent  
would n ot be a f f e c t e d  by outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t t h i s
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p o la r  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
T h is  ex p e c ta t io n  was based  on the c o n te n t io n  th a t  in  
a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n ,  the prim ary  
acto r  has nothing d ir e c t ly  to  do w ith the p roduction  o f  the  
f i n a l  outcome. S in c e  the a c t o r ' s  cau sa l r o l e  in  producing  
the f i n a l  outcome i s  minimal o r  e s s e n t i a l l y  zero in  a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l ,  the prem ise was th a t  o b servers  
would have d i f f i c u l t y  in  p e r c e iv in g  or e v a lu a t in g  th e  a c to r  
as b e in g  r e sp o n s ib le  r e g a r d le s s  o f  type o f  outcome. As such, 
there was no e x p e c ta t io n  th a t  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  would  
operate  a t  t h i s  l e v e l .
The f in d in g s  a t  the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  conformed to  
e x p e c ta t io n  (T ab les  2 -3  and F ig u r e s  5 - 6 ) .  At the l e v e l  o f  
a s s o c ia t io n ,  o b s e r v e r s ’ assignm ent of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was 
near minimum ir r e s p e c t iv e  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  The 
o v e r a l l  mean AR a t  t h i s  l e v e l  was 6.?57&. Moreover, a l l  
comparisons among means - -  p o s i t i v e  v er su s  n egative  outcomes 
(Table 2 and F igure 5)» low v e r su s  high p o s i t i v e  outcomes  
(Table 3 and F igure 6 ) ,  and low  versus h ig h  n egative  
outcomes (Table 3 and Figure 6) - -  were n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  
the .0 5  l e v e l .
In  co n tra st  t o  the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n ,  outcome charac­
t e r i s t i c s  were exp ected  to  a f f e c t  o b serv ers '  assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  commission. O b servers’ a s s ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was exp ected  to be a f fe c t e d  by outcome 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  s in c e  the a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  
environment more c l e a r l y  share a cau sa l r o l e  in  p roducing  the
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T a b le  3
Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  ass ign ed  by a c t o r s ,  ob serv ers ,  
and a c to r s  with th e  se lf -a w a r e n e ss  m anipu lation  (SA a c to r s )  
fo r  low or high p o s i t i v e  or n e g a t iv e  outcomes at each l e v e l  
o f  c a u sa li ty *  a s s o c ia t io n  (L ev e l  I ) ,  commission (L eve l XI) ,  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  (L eve l I I I )  , j u s t i f i c a t i o n  (L evel XY) and
i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  (L evel V)
L evel
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I n t e n s i t y
F igure 6. Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ig n e d  
by ob servers  a t  the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  
depending upon outcome v a le n c e  ( p o s i t i v e ,  
n e g a t iv e )  and outcome i n t e n s i t y  (low,  h i g h ) .
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f i n a l  outcome than a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n .
However, o b se r v e rs  were not ex p ec ted  to  in t e r p r e t  or  
ev a lu a te  th e  nature o f  th e  ca u sa l  i n t e r a c t io n  between a c t o r  
and a c t iv e  environment in  such a way th a t  would le a d  o b se r v e rs  
to  a s s ig n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  im ply ing  th e  o p e r a t io n  o f  d e fe n s iv e  
a t t r i b u t i o n .  In f a c t ,  th e  p a t te r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s i g n ­
ment was expected  to  be th e  o p p o s i te  o f  th a t  p r e d ic te d  from  
d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  a s  form ulated  by Shaw and S k o ln ick  ( 1971) .  
That i s ,  ob serv ers  were expected  to  h o ld  the a c t o r  more 
r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes th an  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es. 
Moreover, w h ile  o b se r v e r s  were e x p e c te d  to  h o ld  th e  a c to r  
more r e s p o n s ib le  as p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more fa v o r a b le ,  
o b ser v ers  were exp ected  to  hold th e  a c to r  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  
a s  n e g a t iv e  outcomes became more s e v e r e  (H y o o th es is  4-) .
W ithin  th e  l e v e l  o f  com m ission, i t  was p r e d ic te d  t h a t  
o b serv ers  would hold th e  a c to r  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes than  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es. T his was exp ected  
because t h e  in fo r m a tio n  i n  a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  
not o n ly  in d ic a t e s  t h a t  th e  a c t o r ' s  b eh av ior  i s  j u s t i f i e d  
r e l a t i v e  t o  h i s  in ten d ed  g o a ls  b ut a l s o  in d i c a t e s  th a t  th e  
f i n a l  outcome i s  the r e s u l t  o f  an u n c o n t r o l la b le  and u n fo r e ­
se e a b le  sequence o f  e v e n t s .  The n a tu re  o f  th e  a c t o r ’s  r o l e  
i s  such t h a t  th e  a c t o r  j u s t i f i a b l y  or in n o c e n t ly  a c t s  i n  
order to  accom plish  a p a r t i c u la r  outcome. However, the  
outcome which a c t u a l l y  r e s u l t s  i s  n o t  in tended  by the a c t o r  
s in c e  th e  a c t o r ’s b e h a v io r  m erely s e t s  in  m otion  an u n fo r e ­
s e e a b le  and u n c o n tr o l la b le  sequence o f  ev e n ts  which ends
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w ith  the f i n a l  outcome.
The c o n te n t io n  o f  H ypothesis  4- was th a t  t h i s  in form ation  
regard in g  th e  j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  o f  the a c t o r ' s  behavior and the  
u n f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  o f  th e  f i n a l  outcome would n ot be conducive  
to  the o p era tio n  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n .  In stea d , when 
th e  a c t o r ' s  beh avior i s  j u s t i f i e d ,  ob servers were expected  
to  demonstrate a w i l l in g n e s s  to  a s s o c ia t e  th e  a c to r  w ith  
and g ive  th e  a c to r  more c r e d i t  f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes than fo r  
n e g a t iv e  outcomes, e s p e c i a l l y  s in c e  th ese  n e g a t iv e  outcomes 
are u navo id ab le . This was expected  even' though the inform a­
t io n  in d ic a t e s  th a t  th e  a c to r  does not a c t u a l ly  in tend  e i t h e r  
type o f  outcome.
The f in d in g s  supported e x p e c ta t io n s  regard in g  the  e f f e c t  
o f  outcome v a len ce  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  commission (Table 2 and 
Figure 5 )-  Observers' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher than  th a t  fo r  
n e g a t iv e  outcomes, F ( l , 3 6 l )  = 3&.0,  p < . 0 1 .  The mean AR fo r  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes was 4-2.1 $ w h ile  the mean AR fo r  n eg a t iv e  
outcomes was 10.4$.  Moreover, th e  frequency d i s t r ib u t io n s  
a t  the  l e v e l  o f  commission r e v e a le d  th a t  none o f  the o b serv ers  
ass ign ed  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes than fo r  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes. T h erefore , a s  expected , th e  e f f e c t  o f  
outcome v a le n ce  was o p p o s ite  to  th a t  p r e d ic te d  by d e fe n s iv e  
a t t r ib u t io n  th eory .
S im i la r ly ,  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  th e  e f f e c t  o f  in t e n s i t y  o f  
p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes a t  the  l e v e l  o f  commission, 
th e  in form ation  reg a rd in g  th e  j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  o f  the a c t o r ’ s
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behavior and the u n f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  o f  th e  f i n a l  outcome was 
not expected  to he conducive to  the o p era t io n  o f  d e fe n s iv e  
a t t r ib u t io n  as  form ulated by Shaw and S koln ick  (1971)*
In stea d , o b servers  were expected  to  h o ld  th e  a c to r  more 
r e sp o n s ib le  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more fa v o ra b le  but 
l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  as  n e g a t iv e  outcomes became more severe  
(H ypothesis  4-).
With r e sp e c t  to  p o s i t i v e  outcomes, the  co n te n t io n  was 
th a t  when in form ation  e x i s t s  in d ic a t in g  th a t  an a c t o r ' s  
behavior i s  j u s t i f i e d ,  o b servers  would be w i l l i n g  to  a s s o ­
c i a t e  the a c to r  w ith  and hold  the a c to r  more r e sp o n s ib le  
commensurate w ith  outcome f a v o r a b i l i t y . T his was expected  
in  s p i t e  o f  in form ation  in d ic a t in g  t h a t  the a c to r  does not  
in ten d  or fo r e s e e  the consequences o f  h i s  b eh av ior .
However, con trary  to  e x p e c ta t io n ,  ob servers  d id  not  
hold  the  a c to r  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  th e  high p o s i t i v e  
outcome than fo r  the low p o s i t i v e  outcome. In f a c t ,  the  
o p p o s ite  occurred (Table 3 and Figure 7 ) .  Observers h e ld  
th e  a c to r  l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  as p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more 
fa v o r a b le .  The r e s u l t s  o f  comparing th e  mean AR fo r  the h igh  
p o s i t i v e  outcome (X = 29 . 8#)  w ith  th e  mean AR f o r  the low  
p o s i t i v e  outcome (X = 5^*5#) rev ea led  a h ig h ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  
d ecrease  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more fa v o r a b le ,
F( 1 ,361)  = 1 0 . 9 ,  p < . 0 1 .  Moreover, most in d iv id u a l  ob servers  
e x h ib ite d  th e  same p a t te r n  r e f l e c t e d  by the means. The 










I n t e n s i t y
Figure 7- Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ig n ed
by o b se r v er s  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  commission  
depending upon outcome va lence  ( p o s i t i v e ,  
n e g a t iv e )  and outcome i n t e n s i t y  ( low,  h i g h) .
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fo r  the h igh  p o s i t i v e  outcome than fo r  th e  low p o s i t i v e  outcome 
w h ile  o n ly  20# a ss ig n e d  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and 10# a ss ig n e d  
an equal amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  as p o s i t i v e  outcomes became 
more fa v o r a b le .
While ob servers  were expected  to h o ld  th e  a c to r  more 
r e sp o n s ib le  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more fa v o r a b le ,  
o b servers  were expected  to  hold  the a c to r  l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  
as n eg a t iv e  outcomes became more severe  (H ypothesis  k ) . This  
expected  p a tte r n  was based on the n o t io n  th a t  ob servers  would 
not be w i l l i n g  to  a s s o c ia t e  th e  a c to r  w ith  and hold th e  a c to r  
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes which are unavoidab le ,  
e s p e c ia l l y  when th e s e  n e g a t iv e  outcomes are sev ere .
Again, r e s u l t s  d id  not conform to  e x p e c ta t io n  (Table 3 
and Figure 7 ) •  Contrary to  e x p e c ta t io n ,  th e re  appeared to  be 
a s l i g h t  tendency on the  p a rt  o f  ob serv ers  to  hold the  a c to r  
more r e sp o n s ib le  as  n e g a t iv e  outcomes became more se v e r e ,  ^he 
mean AR fo r  the low n e g a t iv e  outcome was 7 -0#  w hile  the mean AR 
fo r  th e  h igh  n eg a t iv e  outcome was 13*8#. However, the  
d if f e r e n c e  between th e s e  means was not s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the  
.05 l e v e l ,  F ( l , 3 6 l )  = O.8 3 . Moreover, con trary  to  e x p e c ta t io n ,  
the frequency d i s t r ib u t io n  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  rev ea led  th a t  on ly  
a few ob servers  ( 10#) a ss ig n e d  l e s s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  n eg a t iv e  
outcomes became more s e v e r e .  Of the rem aining o b serv ers ,  35fa 
a ss ig n e d  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and a ss ig n e d  an equal amount 
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  n e g a t iv e  outcomes became more se v e r e .
Thus, a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  the  l e v e l  o f  commission appeared 
to  be a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y  conducive to  ob servers  h o ld in g  the
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a c to r  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  th e  more sev ere  n e g a t iv e  outcome 
even though th e  n e g a t iv e  outcome i s  o b j e c t i v e l y  d ep ic ted  a s  
b e in g  u n avo id ab le .
However, even though th e  p a t te r n  in  the  means fo r  low to  
high  n e g a t iv e  outcomes was c o n tr a d ic to r y  to  H yp oth es is  4-, 
t h i s  tren d  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  s e v e r i t y  o f  n e g a t iv e  outcomes 
should  n o t  be taken  too  l i t e r a l l y .  The mean AR fo r  both  th e  
low n e g a t iv e  outcome and th e  h igh  n e g a t iv e  outcome tended to  
be r a th e r  minimal and th e s e  means were not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
d i f f e r e n t .  T h erefore , t h e s e  r e s u l t s  were c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  
the p r o p o s i t io n  i n  H yp oth es is  4 t h a t  o b se r v e r s  do not h o ld  
a c to r s  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes which cannot be avoided  
r e g a r d le s s  o f  th e  s e v e r i t y  o f  th e s e  n e g a t iv e  outcomes.
Even though an e q u iv o c a l  in t e r p r e t a t io n  was su g g ested  
re g a rd in g  th e  e f f e c t  o f  s e v e r i t y  o f  n e g a t iv e  outcomes, th e  
o b ta in ed  r e s u l t s  in d ic a t e d  th a t  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  com m ission, 
o b se r v e r s  hold  a c t o r s  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes  
become more fa v o r a b le  but somewhat more r e s p o n s ib le  as  
n e g a t iv e  outcomes become more s e v e r e .  Thus, th e  o v e r a l l  
p a t t e r n  a s  a  fu n c t io n  o f  outcome i n t e n s i t y  which was observed  
a t  t h i s  l e v e l  approximated t h a t  p r e d ic te d  from d e fe n s iv e  
a t t r i b u t i o n  th eory  a s  form ulated  by Shaw and S k o ln ick  (1971)*
At the l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  l i k e  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  
com m ission, outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  were ex p ec ted  to a f f e c t  
o b s e r v e r s '  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  However, u n l ik e  a t  
th e  l e v e l  o f  com m ission, th e  p a t te r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s i g n ­
ment a t  the  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  was exp ected  to  conform
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to  the p a t te r n  based on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eory . The 
p a tte r n  was expected to  match th e  p r e d ic t io n s  from d e fe n s iv e  
a t t r ib u t io n  theory s in c e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  
were co n cep tu a lized  a s  b ein g  h ig h ly  ambiguous r e la t iv e  to  
the j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  o f  th e  a c t o r ' s  behavior and the f o r e s e e ­
a b i l i t y  o f  th e  f i n a l  outcome. In  a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s  at t h i s  
l e v e l ,  th e  in form ation  does not c l e a r l y  in d i c a t e  whether or  
not the a c to r  a n t i c ip a t e s  or f o r e s e e s  the consequences o f  
h is  behavior and whether or not th e  a c t o r ' s  b ehavior  i s  
j u s t i f i a b l e .  However, th e  in fo rm a tio n  does in d ic a te  th a t  the  
f i n a l  outcome i s  a t  l e a s t  under th e  p o t e n t ia l  c o n tr o l  o f  th e  
a c to r . M ainly because the  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  o f  th e  outcome i s  
not e x p l i c i t  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l ,  the  
ambiguous nature o f  th e  a c t o r ' s  r o l e  was exp ected  to be 
conducive t o  s u b je c t iv e  in t e r p r e t a t io n  on th e  part o f  
observers and, as such , the o p er a t io n  o f  d e f e n s iv e  a t t r ib u ­
t io n  was l i k e l y .
Based on the c o n te n t io n  t h a t  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  
would be op era tiv e  a t  t h i s  l e v e l ,  i t  was p r e d ic te d  th at  
observers would hold  th e  a c to r  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  n e g a t iv e  
outcomes which could  have been avoided  than f o r  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes which may or  may not have been exp ected  or a n t i c ­
ip ated  by th e  primary a c to r .  Moreover, s in c e  the n e g a t iv e  
outcomes cou ld  be in te r p r e te d  by observers a s  p r e v e n ta b le , 
ob servers  were expected  to a t t r ib u t e  g r e a te r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
to  the a c to r  as th e s e  avo id ab le  n eg a t iv e  outcomes became 
more se v ere  (H ypothesis  5)•
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The f in d in g s  rev ea le d  a p a tte r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n ­
ment which seemed to  support th e se  e x p e c ta t io n s .  O bservers  
h eld  th e  a c to r  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes than  
fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes (Table 2 and F igure 5)* The mean AR 
a ss ig n e d  by ob servers  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes (X = 7 8 . ^ )  
was h igh er  than t h a t  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes (X = 6? .6?£). 
However, the d i f f e r e n c e  was not s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the ,05 l e v e l ,  
F ( l , 3 6 l )  = 2 .1 .  But a s  p r e d ic te d ,  o b servers  held  th e  a c to r  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more r e sp o n s ib le  as n e g a t iv e  outcomes became 
more severe  (Table 3 and F igure 8 ) .  The mean AR fo r  the  
h igh  n eg a t iv e  outcome was 83. f̂o w hile  the  mean AR fo r  the  
low n eg a t iv e  outcome was 6 8 . 5^. This d i f f e r e n c e  was h ig h ly  
s i g n i f i c a n t ,  F ( l , 3 6 l )  = 7 . 02, p < . 0 1 .  Thus, even though  
th e  d if f e r e n c e  between the mean AR fo r  n eg a t iv e  outcomes 
and the mean AR f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes was not s i g n i f i c a n t ,  
th e  o v e r a l l  p a t te r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a s  a func­
t i o n  o f  outcome v a len ce  and s e v e r i t y  o f  n eg a t iv e  outcomes 
conformed to the p a t te r n  exp ected  on th e  b a s i s  o f  d e fe n s iv e  
a t t r ib u t io n  th e o ry .
Regarding th e  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes, 
the p r e d ic t io n s  d er ived  from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eory  i s  
somewhat u n c le a r .  The c o n fu s io n  a r i s e s  because o f  the two 
a l t e r n a t iv e  form u la tion s  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  theory  
proposed by W alster (1 9 6 7 ) and Shaw and Skoln ick  (1971)*  
W alster p r e d ic te d  an in c r e a se  w hile  Shaw and Skoln ick  
p r e d ic te d  a decrease  i n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a s  p o s i t iv e  







P o s i t iv e  -----
N egative ----
Low High
I n t e n s i t y
Figure 8 . Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ig n e d  
by o b serv ers  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
depending upon outcome va len ce  ( p o s i t i v e ,  
n e g a t iv e )  and outcome i n t e n s i t y  (low , h i g h ) .
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Shaw and h i s  a s s o c ia t e s  on l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i ty  y ie ld e d  r e s u l t s  
which supported both p r e d ic t io n s .  W a ls ter 's  19^7 form u la tion  
o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  rece iv ed  s u b s ta n t ia l  su pp ort in  the  
work o f  Shaw and h i s  a s s o c ia t e s  and a s  such, H yp oth es is  11 
p r e d ic te d  th a t  ob servers  would be w i l l i n g  to g iv e  th e  actor  
more c r e d i t  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more fa v o r a b le .
The mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assigned by observers  
in  the p resen t  study d id  not conform to  p r e d ic t io n s  o f  e i t h e r  
form ulation  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n .  Observers' assignm ent  
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  did not appear to  be a f fe c te d  by the  
i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes (Table 3 and F igure 8) , The 
mean AR f o r  th e  low p o s i t i v e  outcome was 6 6 .5% w h i le  the  
mean AR fo r  th e  h igh  p o s i t i v e  outcome was 68.8%.
The same la c k  o f  ev idence fo r  a system atic  e f f e c t  of  
i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes was found with reg a rd  to  the  
frequency o f  o b servers  whose in d iv id u a l  p attern  o f  respons­
i b i l i t y  assignm ent in c r e a se d ,  d ecr ea se d , or remained the same 
as a fu n c t io n  o f  outcome f a v o r a b i l i t y . The number o f  o b servers  
whose assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  increased  (35%) « decreased  
(bQ%), or remained the same (25%) was rather e q u a l ly  d i s t r i b ­
u te d . The f a c t  th a t  some ob serv ers  showed an in c r e a s e ,  some 
showed a d ecr ea se , and o th e r s  showed no change s u g g e s t s  th a t  
th e  nature o f  th e  a c t o r ' s  r o le  i n  producing the p o s i t i v e  
outcomes was in te r p r e te d  in  a v a r i e t y  o f  ways.
Although t h i s  v a r i e t y  in  the p a t te r n s  was i n  keeping  
w ith  the ambiguous nature o f  the in form ation  in  a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l ,  s im ila r  evidence fo r  a v a r ia b le
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in t e r p r e ta t io n  on the p a r t  o f  ob serv ers  was n ot in d ica ted  
f o r  s e v e r i ty  o f  n eg a tiv e  outcomes. The m ajor ity  o f  
o b servers  ( 65^) a ss ig n ed  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  n eg a tiv e  
outcomes became more se v e r e  w hile  25!  ̂ a ss ig n ed  l e s s  and 15$ 
ass ig n ed  th e  same amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  as n eg a t iv e  
outcomes became more s e v e r e .  Thus, i t  appears th a t  a more 
c o n s is t e n t  response in  o b serv ers '  assignm ent o f  respons­
i b i l i t y  occu rs  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l  when 
n e g a t iv e  outcomes in c r e a s e  in  s e v e r i t y  than when p o s i t iv e  
outcomes in cr ea se  in  f a v o r a b i l i t y .
At the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  ob servers ' assignment 
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was exp ected  to be a f f e c t e d  by outcome 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  both v a le n c e  and i n t e n s i t y .  However, w h ile  
th e  p a tte r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent as a fu n c t io n  o f  
outcome v a le n c e  was n ot  expected  to  conform to  e x p e c ta t io n s  
from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eory , the p a tte r n  o f  r e s u l t s  
fo r  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes was expected  
to  conform to  p r e d ic t io n s  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  theory .
With r e sp e c t  to th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a le n c e ,  the  
p a tte r n  w ith in  the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  was expected  to  
be o p p o s ite  to  th a t  p r e d ic te d  by d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th e o r y .  
H ypothesis 6 p red ic te d  t h a t  ob servers  would ho ld  the a c to r  more 
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes than fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes 
because o f  the o p era t io n  o f  e x te r n a l  c o e r c iv e  f o r c e s  in  
a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l .  T h is e x p e c ta t io n  was based  
on the p r o p o s it io n  th a t  the impact o f  e x ter n a l co e r c io n  i s  
in te r p r e te d  d i f f e r e n t l y  fo r  n eg a t iv e  outcomes than  for
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p o s i t i v e  outcomes. A ctors  are l e s s  l i k e l y  to  be held  
r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes r e s u l t i n g  from b eh av ior  
produced under c o n d it io n s  o f  e x te r n a l  c o e r c io n  than f o r  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes r e s u l t i n g  from a c t io n s  c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  
e x te r n a l  c o e r c iv e  f o r c e s  d ir e c te d  toward th e  p ro d u ctio n  o f  
b e n e f i c i a l  outcom es.
The f in d in g s  supported t h i s  e x p e c ta t io n .  O bservers  
h e ld  the  a c to r  more r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes (X = 72.*ff5) 
than  f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcomes (X = 53*970 a t  the  l e v e l  o f  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  (Table 2 and Figure 5 ) * T h is  d i f f e r e n c e  was 
s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  .01 l e v e l ,  F (1 ,3 6 1 )  = 12.3*
With r e s p e c t  to  th e  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  and 
n e g a t iv e  outcomes, o b ser v ers  were exp ected  to  hold th e  a c to r  
more r e s p o n s ib le  a s  both  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes 
became more in t e n s e  (H y p o th es is  6 ) .  T h is  p r e d ic t io n  was 
based on the f a c t  t h a t  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t i o n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l ,  
th e  a c to r  f o r e s e e s  the con sequ en ces o f  h i s  a c t io n s .  Because  
o f  the apparent f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  o f  th e  consequences o f  h i s  
a c t io n s ,  o b se r v e r s  were exp ected  to  h o ld  th e  a c to r  more 
r e s p o n s ib le  as  outcomes became more extreme in  s p i t e  o f  th e  
f a c t  t h a t  e x te r n a l  c o e r c io n  f a c i l i t a t e d  th e  a c t o r ' s  b eh a v io r .  
T h is  p r e d ic t io n  was a l s o  c o n s i s t e n t  w ith  th e  p a t te r n  p r e d ic te d  
from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th eo ry  a s  form ulated  by W alster  
(1 9 6 7 ) .
The f in d in g s  supported th e  above e x p e c ta t io n  w ith  r e s p e c t  
to  th e  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes but n ot  w ith  r e s p e c t  
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F igure 9- Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ign ed  
by o b se r v e r s  a t  the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
depending upon outcome va len ce  ( p o s i t i v e ,  
n e g a t iv e )  and outcome i n t e n s i t y  ( lo w ,  h ig h ) ,
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O bservers held  the  a c to r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  
th e  h igh  p o s i t i v e  outcome (X = 8 0 .Ofo) than fo r  the low p o s i ­
t i v e  outcome (X = 6k-.8fo) . T h is d i f f e r e n c e  was s i g n i f i c a n t  
a t  th e  .05 l e v e l ,  F (1 ,361) = ^ .1 4 . Contrary to  e x p e c ta t io n  
reg a rd in g  n eg a t iv e  outcomes, ob serv ers  held  the a c to r  l e s s  
r e sp o n s ib le  as  n e g a t iv e  outcomes became more se v e r e ,  but 
t h i s  d if fe r e n c e  was not s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the .05  l e v e l ,
F ( 1 , 3 6 1 ) = 1 .2 .  The mean AR fo r  th e  low n e g a t iv e  outcome 
was 58*0# w hile  th e  mean AR fo r  th e  h igh  n e g a t iv e  outcome 
was h9.8%. Though not p r e d ic te d ,  t h i s  d cre a s in g  trend  
s u g g e s t s  th a t  when e x te r n a l  c o e r c iv e  fo r c e s  e x i s t ,  they  
op era te  in  a d e tr a c t in g  manner and a s  such, ob serv ers  hold  
th e  a c to r  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  a s  n e g a t iv e  outcomes become more 
s e v e r e .
F in a l ly ,  H ypothesis  7 concerned the l e v e l  o f  in t e n t io n -  
a l i t y .  At the l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y , o b serv ers '  a s s ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was expected  to  be maximal r e g a r d le s s  
o f  the  nature o f  the f i n a l  outcome. In a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  
a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  th e  primary a c to r  i s  
p ortrayed  as th e  s o le  c a u sa l  agent in  the p rod u ction  o f  th e  
f i n a l  outcome. S ince th e  ca u sa l  r o l e  o f  the a c to r  i s  
maximal, the assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was expected  to  
be maximal and u n a ffe c te d  by outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a t  
t h i s  l e v e l .  T h erefore , no ev idence f o r  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  
was exp ected .
The f in d in g s  rev ea led  th a t  o b ser v ers '  assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was eq u iv a len t  and near maximum f o r  a l l  ty p e s
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o f  outcomes except low p o s i t i v e  outcomes (T ab les 2-3  and 
F igu res  5 and 1 0 ) .  The mean AR fo r  low and high n e g a t iv e  
outcomes was 9^ -8?S and 93*8^, r e s p e c t iv e ly .  The mean AR fo r  
the h igh  p o s i t i v e  outcome was a lso  near maximum (X = 93-0JS), 
but the  mean AR f o r  the low p o s i t i v e  outcome was l e s s  than  
fo r  o th e r  typ es  o f  outcomes (X = 7 9 .0 ^ ) .  Thus, w h ile  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent tended to be maximal and not change 
as a fu n c t io n  o f  th e  s e v e r i t y  o f  n e g a t iv e  outcomes, resp ons­
i b i l i t y  assignm ent did tend to  in crea se  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes 
became more fa v o r a b le .  The in cr ea se  from low to  h igh  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes was q u ite  c lo s e  to  s ig n i f i c a n c e  a t  the .05  l e v e l ,
F (1 ,361) = 3 . 5 . As a r e s u l t ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent was 
h ig h e r ,  but not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher, f o r  n eg a t iv e  outcomes 
(X = 94.37S) than f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes (X = 8 6 .0 fa). The 
d if f e r e n c e  was not s i g n i f i c a n t  at the . 0 5  l e v e l ,  F ( 1 , 3 6 1 ) = 1 .2 .
Even though th e  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes 
was n ot q u ite  s i g n i f i c a n t , th e  trend which showed an in cr ea se  
from low to  h igh  p o s i t i v e  outcomes was con trary  to  e x p e c ta t io n .  
On th e  other hand, the f a c t  th a t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent  
was l e s s  fo r  low p o s i t i v e  outcomes than  o th er  ty p e s  o f  
outcomes was s im i la r  to r e s u l t s  found by Sulzer ( 196^ ). These ■ 
f in d in g s  su ggest  th a t  s in c e  the a c to r  must overcome in h ib i to r y  
f o r c e s  in  order to  accom plish  a b e n e f i c i a l  outcome, observers  
p e r c e iv e  the a c to r  as more i n f l u e n t i a l  and more r e sp o n s ib le  
fo r  c ircum venting  fo r c e s  p r o h ib i t in g  th e  p rod uction  o f  the  
h ig h ly  favorab le  outcome than  fo r  c ircum venting  f o r c e s  proh ib ­










I n t e n s i t y
F igure 10. Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a s s ig n e d  
by o b servers  a t  the l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  
depending upon outcome v a le n c e  { p o s i t i v e ,  
n e g a t iv e )  and outcome i n t e n s i t y  (low , h ig h ) .
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The d is c u s s io n  o f  f in d in g s  r e la te d  to  the  hypotheses  
p e r ta in in g  to o b s e r v e r s ’ assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  has 
been concluded. The remainder o f  t h i s  s e c t io n  d e a ls  w ith  s i x  
a d d ito n a l  hypotheses  (H ypotheses 8 - 1 3 ) which d e a lt  e x c lu s iv e ly  
w ith  a c to r -o b se r v e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent. 
Along w ith  the ob server  s u b j e c t s ,  two groups o f  a c to r s  were 
employed — a c to r s  w ithout th e  s e lf -a w a r e n e ss  (SA) manipula­
t i o n  and a c to r s  w ith  the SA m anip u la tion . In  t h i s  d is c u s s io n  
o f  th e  r e s u l t s ,  th e s e  three  s u b je c t  groups w i l l  be re fe r r ed  
to a s  ob servers , a c t o r s ,  and SA a c to r s ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly .
Hypotheses 8 - 1 3  d e a lt  w ith  a c to r -o b se r v e r  d i f f e r e n c e s  
in  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  the f i v e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  as w e l l  a s  the v a len ce  and i n t e n s i t y  o f  
the f i n a l  outcomes. The o b j e c t iv e  was to  compare the  
p a t t e r n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  outcome 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  demonstrated by the th r e e  su b jec t  groups 
both a cr o ss  the f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and w ith in  th e se  
l e v e l s .  The amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a ss ig n e d  a c r o ss  and 
w it h in  l e v e l s  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  outcome v a len ce  and i n t e n s i t y  
was expected  to  depend upon th e  r o le  o f  su b je c ts  a s  a c to r s  
or o b ser v ers .  Expected d i f f e r e n c e s  were based on th e  theory  
o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  and th e  corresponding  n o t io n  o f  
s e l f - i n t e r e s t  a s  w e l l  as the  th eory  o f  o b je c t iv e  s e l f -  
awareness .
The o v e r a l l  c la im  o f  Hypotheses 8 -1 3  was th a t  o b serv ers ,  
a c t o r s ,  and SA a c to r s  would demonstrate d i f f e r i n g  p a tte r n s  
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  l e v e l  and
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outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  To in v e s t ig a t e  th e s e  hypoth eses ,  
an a n a ly s i s  o f  var ian ce  was conducted u s in g  data  obtained  
from o b serv ers ,  a c t o r s ,  and SA a c t o r s .  The dependent 
v a r ia b le  was the amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a ss ig n e d  by each  
actor  or observer fo r  the  f i n a l  outcome in  each a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  a n a ly s i s  o f  var iance  are  
given  in  Table 4.
The r e s u l t s  o f  th e  a n a ly s is  o f  variance d id  not support 
the c la im s o f  Hypotheses 8 through 13* Since Hypotheses 8 
through 13 p red ic te d  th a t  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a 
fu n c t io n  o f  l e v e l  and outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  would depend 
upon s u b je c t  r o le ,  th r e e  sources o f  v a r i a b i l i t y  were expected  
to  be s i g n i f i c a n t  — th e  r o le  x v a le n c e  in t e r a c t io n ,  th e  
r o le  x l e v e l  x v a le n c e  in t e r a c t io n ,  and the r o l e  x l e v e l  x 
valence x i n t e n s i t y  in t e r a c t io n .  None of th e s e  in te r a c t io n s  
were s i g n i f i c a n t  (T able *0 . Only th e  ro le  x l e v e l  x va len ce  
in t e r a c t io n  approached s ig n i f i c a n c e  a t  the . 0 5  l e v e l ,  
P(8,1083) = 1.93* T h erefore , t h e r e  was very l i t t l e  evidence  
th a t  a c to r s  and o b ser v ers  d i f f e r e d  in  th e ir  assignm ent o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  as  a fu n c t io n  o f  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and 
outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .
In s te a d ,  the mean AR a ss ig n ed  fo r  low to  h igh  p o s i t i v e  
or n e g a t iv e  outcomes in d ic a te d  t h a t  both groups o f  a c to r s  
e x h ib ite d  the same p a t te r n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent  
e x h ib ite d  by ob serv ers ,  both a c r o s s  l e v e l s  and w ith in  l e v e l s  
(T ables 2 -3  and F ig u res  11-16). F igu re  11 shows the p a tte r n
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T a b le  4
A n a l y s i s  o f  v a r ia n c e  f o r  t h e  amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) 
a s s i g n e d  by a c t o r s ,  o b s e r v e r s ,  and a c t o r s  w i t h  t h e  
s e l f - a w a r e n e s s  m a n i p u l a t io n
S o u rc e________  d f   SS MS F
R o le  (R) 2 4193-52 2 0 9 6 . 7 6 3 . 2 1  *
e r r o r  a 57 37178.03 652 .25
L e v e l  (L) 4 1278721.07 319680.27 6 0 2 . 2 2  **
V a le n c e  (V) 1 6547-34 6 5 4 7 .3 4 1 2 .4 4  **
I n t e n s i t y  ( I ) 1 1065.97 1065.97 2 . 0 2
L x  V 4 49096.60 12274.15 2 3 .3 1  **
L x  I 4 14112.65 3 5 2 8 . 1 6 6 . 7 0  **
V x  I 1 4 9 7 .9 4 4 9 7 . 9 4 0 .9 5
L x  V x  I 4 45041.21 1 1 2 6 0 .3 0 2 1 .3 9  **
R x  L 8 8225 .49 1028.19 1 .9 5  *
R x  V 2 495 .78 2 4 7 •89 0 .4 7
R x I 2 3 2 3 6 .2 0 1618.10 3 .0 7  *
R x  L x  V 8 8143 .72 1017.97 1 .9 3
R x  L x  I 8 934 .92 116.87 0 .2 2
R x  V x  I 2 2 4 .7 2 1 2 . 3 6 0 .0 2
R x  L x  V x I 8 2588.51 3 2 3 .5 6 0 .6 1
e r r o r  b IO83 570159-42 5 2 6 .4 6
t o t a l 1199 2 0 3 0 2 6 3 .1 0
*  p  <  . 0 5
* *  p  <  . 0 1
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a ss ig n m e n t  by t h e  t h r e e  s u b j e c t  g ro u p s  f o r  
p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  ou tcom es  a c r o s s  t h e  f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  
c a u s a l i t y .  The means p r e s e n t e d  i n  F ig u r e  11 a re  g i v e n  i n  
T a b le  2 .  F ig u r e s  1 2 -16  show th e  p a t t e r n  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
a ss ig n m e n t  f o r  lo w  t o  h ig h  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  ou tcom es  
by e a c h  s u b j e c t  group a t  e a c h  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  The 
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.Figure 11. Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ig n ed  
by a c t o r s ,  o b se r v e rs ,  and a c to r s  w ith  the  
s e lf -a w a r e n e s s  m anipu lation  (SA a c to r s )  fo r  
p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes a t  each l e v e l  
o f  c a u s a l i t y ;  a s s o c ia t io n  ( I ) , commission  
( I I ) ,  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  ( I I I ) ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
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Figure 12. Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ig n ed  
by a c t o r s ,  o b se r v e r s ,  and a c to r s  w ith  the  
. s e l f -a w a r e n e s s  m anipu lation  ( SA a c to r s )  a t  
the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  depending upon 
outcome v a len c e  ( p o s i t i v e ,  n eg a t iv e )  and 
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F igure 13• Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ig n ed  
by a c t o r s ,  o b s e r v e r s ,  and a c to r s  w ith  the  
s e l f -a w a r e n e s s  m an ip u la tion  (SA a c t o r s )  at  
th e  l e v e l  o f  com m ission depending upon 
outcome v a le n c e  ( p o s i t i v e ,  n e g a t iv e ) and 
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F ig u r e  l k .  Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a s s i g n e d  
by a c t o r s ,  o b s e r v e r s ,  and a c t o r s  w i t h  th e  
s e l f - a w a r e n e s s  m a n ip u la t io n  (SA a c t o r s )  a t  
t h e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  d e p e n d in g  upon  
outcom e v a l e n c e  ( p o s i t i v e ,  n e g a t i v e )  and 
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Figure 15. Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) ass ig n ed  
by a c to r s ,  o b ser v ers ,  and a c to r s  with the  
se lf -a w a r e n e ss  m anipulation  (SA a c to r s )  a t  
the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  depending upon 
outcome va len ce  ( p o s i t i v e ,  n e g a t iv e )  and 









P o s i t i v e  o 
N eg a tiv e  •
A ctors  —  
O bservers ■ 
SA A ctors  -
JO -
HighLow
I n t e n s i t y
F igure 16. Mean amount o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  (AR) a ss ig n e d  
by a c t o r s ,  o b ser v e rs ,  and a c to r s  w ith  th e  
s e l f -a w a r e n e s s  m an ip u la tion  (SA a c t o r s )  at  
th e  l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  depending upon 
outcome va len ce  ( p o s i t i v e ,  n e g a t iv e )  and 
outcome i n t e n s i t y  ( low , h ig h ) .
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GENERAL DISCUSSION
The f i n d i n g s  r e l a t e d  t o  o b s e r v e r s '  a s s ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s ­
i b i l i t y  d e m o n stra te d  t h a t  o b s e r v e r s '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s i g n ­
ment a s  a  f u n c t i o n  o f  outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ( v a l e n c e  and  
i n t e n s i t y )  depended upon th e  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y  a s  o b j e c t i v e l y  
d e p ic t e d  i n  a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s .  The o b s e r v e d  p a t t e r n  o f  
r e s u l t s  f o r  o b s e r v e r s '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s s ig n m e n t  a t  e a c h  l e v e l  
c a n  be exam ined from two r e l a t e d  p o i n t s  o f  v ie w .
F i r s t ,  e a c h  l e v e l  c a n  be exam ined by com paring  th e  
r e s u l t s  o b t a in e d  a t  ea ch  l e v e l  t o  p r e d i c t i o n s  o f  d e f e n s i v e  
a t t r i b u t i o n  t h e o r y .  S econ d , d i s t i n c t i o n s  b e tw e en  l e v e l s  i n  
ter m s o f  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  among c a u s a l  a g e n t s  
( i . e .  a c t o r  and a c t i v e  e n v iro n m en t)  c a n  be r e l a t e d  to  t h e  
d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n s  t h a t  o b se r v e d  o v e r  l e v e l s .  The d i s t i n c ­
t i o n s  among t h e  l e v e l s  were a c t u a l l y  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  p r e d i c ­
t i o n s  r e g a r d in g  o b s e r v e r s '  p a t t e r n s  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
a ss ig n m e n t  a s  a  f u n c t i o n  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a c r o s s  
a s  w e l l  a s  w i t h i n  l e v e l s .  A l s o ,  t h e s e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among 
t h e  l e v e l s  d e f i n e  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  w h ich  d e ter m in e  where and  
to  what d e g r e e  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  i s  l i k e l y  t o  o c c u r .  
T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e s e  two p o i n t s  o f  v ie w  a r e  r e l a t e d  s i n c e  t h e y  
b o th  depend upon d e f i n i t i o n a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  among l e v e l s  i n  
th e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  among c a u s a l  a g e n t s .
From t h e  f i r s t  p o i n t  o f  v ie w ,  t h a t  i s ,  l e v e l s  a t  w h ich  
d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  th e o r y  seem s a p p l i c a b l e ,  t h e  o b s e r v e d  
p a t t e r n s  r e v e a le d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g .  At t h e  p o l a r  l e v e l s  o f
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c a u s a l i t y  ( a s s o c i a t i o n  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ) , t h e  e f f e c t  o f  
outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  te n d e d  t o  he  m in im a l .  S in c e  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  due t o  outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  su p p o r t  i t s  p r e d i c t i o n s ,  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  
d id  n o t  a p p ear  t o  be a p p l i c a b l e  a t  t h e s e  l e v e l s .  At t h e  
l e v e l  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n ,  t h e r e  was no i n d i c a t i o n  o f  an e f f e c t  
f o r  b o th  outcom e v a l e n c e  and outcom e i n t e n s i t y .  At t h e  
l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  o b s e r v e r s '  a s s ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s ­
i b i l i t y  was n e a r  maximum f o r  a l l  t y p e s  o f  ou tcom es e x c e p t  
low  p o s i t i v e  o u tco m es .
I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  p o l a r  l e v e l s ,  outcom e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
d id  have an e f f e c t  on o b s e r v e r s '  a s s ig n m e n t  o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
a t  t h e  t h r e e  in t e r m e d i a t e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  (c o m m iss io n ,  
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ) . H owever, t h e  d e g r e e  t o  
w h ich  th e  p a t t e r n  m atched  p r e d i c t i o n s  from  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u ­
t i o n  t h e o r y  v a r i e d  from  l e v e l  t o  l e v e l .  E v id e n c e  f o r  
d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  t h e o r y  was foun d  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e ­
s e e a b i l i t y  and t o  some e x t e n t  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  c o m m iss io n .
But e v id e n c e  a g a i n s t  t h e  d e f e n s i v e  a t t r i b u t i o n  p r o c e s s  was 
fo u n d  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .
At the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  the p a t te r n  was o p p o s ite  
to  th a t  p r e d ic te d  from th e  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eory  o f  
Shaw and S koln ick  (1 9 7 1 ) .  Observers h eld  the  a c to r  more 
r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes than f o r  n eg a t iv e  outcomes, 
more r e sp o n s ib le  as p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more fa v o r a b le ,  
and l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  a s  n eg a t iv e  outcomes became more se v ere .
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At the l e v e l  o f  commission, the observed p a t te r n  on ly  
approximated th e  p r e d ic t io n s  o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eory  
(Shaw and S ko ln ick , 1971) w ith  r e s p e c t  to  the e f f e c t  o f  
i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  and n eg a t iv e  outcomes. But with  
r e sp e c t  to  the e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a le n c e ,  the r e s u l t s  were
o p p o s ite  to  p r e d ic t io n s  derived  from d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  
th eo ry . As to  the e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a le n c e , ob servers h e ld  
the a c to r  more r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes than fo r  
n eg a t iv e  outcomes, thereb y  c o n tr a d ic t in g  the a p p l i c a b i l i t y  
o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n .  For outcome i n t e n s i t y ,  observers  
held  the a c to r  l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes became 
more fa v o r a b le ,  but o n ly  s l i g h t l y  more r e sp o n s ib le  as  n e g a t iv e  
outcomes became more se v e r e ,  thereby  approaching the p a t te r n  
p r e d ic te d  by Shaw and S ko ln ick .
F in a l ly ,  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  the observed  
p a tte r n  came c l o s e  to  matching the  p a tte r n  p r ed ic te d  by Shaw 
and Skoln ick . Observers held  th e  a c to r  more r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  
n eg a t iv e  outcomes than fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes and more 
r e sp o n s ib le  a s  n e g a t iv e  outcomes became more se v e r e ,  However, 
s in c e  o b serv ers '  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  appeared to  be 
u n a ffe c te d  by the f a v o r a b i l i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes, a t  l e a s t  
a p o r t io n  o f  th e s e  r e s u l t s  f a i l e d  to  support d e fen s iv e  
a t t r ib u t io n  (W alster , 19&7, Shaw and S ko ln ick , 1971)*
From th e  second p o in t  o f  v iew , namely the  r e la t io n s h ip s  
between the con cep tu a l d i s t i n c t i o n s  among l e v e l s  and the  
observed p a t te r n s ,  the d i s t i n c t i o n s  among l e v e l s  accounted  
ra th er  w e l l  f o r  the  e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a len ce  a cr o ss  and
13^
w ith in  l e v e l s ,  "but l e s s  w e l l  fo r  the  e f f e c t  o f  outcome i n t e n s i t y  
w ith in  l e v e l s .
With r e sp e c t  to  th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a len ce  across  
l e v e l s ,  o b s e r v e r s ’ assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes was found to  in cr ea se  from a s s o c ia t io n  to  commission  
to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  to  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y . T his  
in crease  i n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a cro ss  l e v e l s  was 
expected because the r e l a t i v e  in f lu e n c e  o f  the a c to r  in  
producing p o s i t i v e  outcomes o b j e c t i v e l y  in c r e a se s  from 
a s s o c ia t io n  to  commission to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  to  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
to i n t e n t i o n a l i t y . In  c o n tra s t  fo r  n eg a t iv e  outcomes, 
observers ’ assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was found to  in c r e a se  
from a s s o c ia t io n  to  com mission to  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  fo llow ed  by 
a drop a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and then another  
s u b s ta n t ia l  in crea se  a t  the l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  This  
d e v ia t io n  from the p a t t e r n  obtained  f o r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes 
was p r e d ic te d  because o f  the e f f e c t  o f  c o e r c iv e  fo r c e s  a t  
the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  E xtern a l co e rc io n  o p era tiv e  a t  
the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  d e tr a c ts  from the p erc e iv e d  
c o n tr ib u t io n  o f  the a c t o r  when h i s  b ehavior  r e s u l t s  in  n e g a t iv e  
outcomes but not when h i s  behavior r e s u l t s  in  p o s i t i v e  outcomes.
With r e sp e c t  to  th e  e f f e c t  o f  outcome v a len ce  w ith in  
l e v e l s ,  outcome v a le n c e  was not exp ected  to  have an e f f e c t  
at the p o la r  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  ( a s s o c i a t io n ,  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ) ,  
but was expected  to  have an e f f e c t  a t  the th ree  in term ed ia te  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  (com mission, f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ) . 
This was expected  becau se  at the p o la r  l e v e l s ,  the  a cto r  and
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th e  a c t iv e  environment do not share a c a u sa l  r o le  in  producing  
the f i n a l  outcomes w hile  a t  th e  three  in term ed ia te  l e v e l s ,  
the a c to r  and the  a c t iv e  environment do share a c a u s a l  r o l e .
As such, o b serv ers '  a t t r ib u t io n s  o f  c a u s a l i t y  and assignm ent  
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  to  the a c to r  are more su b jec t  to  in d iv id u a l  
in te r p r e ta t io n  and more l i k e l y  to  be a f f e c t e d  by the nature  
o f  th e  f i n a l  outcome a t  the in term ed ia te  l e v e l s .
As expected , the r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  th a t  outcome va lence  
did not have an e f f e c t  a t  the p o la r  l e v e l s  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  
and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y ,  but d id  a f f e c t  o b serv ers '  assignm ent 
o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  at the th r ee  in term ed ia te  l e v e l s .  At the  
l e v e l s  o f  commission and j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  observers held  the 
a c to r  more r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes than fo r  n e g a t iv e  
outcomes. The ex p la n a tio n  f o r  th e se  r e s u l t s  was based on the  
f a c t  th a t  the a c t o r ' s  behavior i s  j u s t i f i e d  a t  th e s e  l e v e l s ,  
even though fo r  d i f f e r e n t  rea so n s . At th e  l e v e l  o f  
commission, the a c to r  j u s t i f i a b l y  or in n o c e n t ly  a c t s  in  order  
to  accom plish a p a r t ic u la r  outcome. But the outcome which 
a c t u a l ly  does r e s u l t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from the  a c t o r ' s  intended  
outcome because o f  an u n c o n tr o l la b le  and u n fo reseea b le  
sequence of e v e n ts  s e t  in  m otion  by th e  a c t o r ' s  beh av ior . In  
c o n tr a s t ,  a t  the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  the a c t o r ' s  behavior  
i s  j u s t i f i e d  due to  th e  o p era tio n  o f  e x te r n a l  co e rc io n  d ir e c te d  
toward the p rod uction  o f  the  f i n a l  outcome. When an a c t o r ’s  
behavior i s  j u s t i f i e d  as a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f  commission and 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  o b servers  are not l i k e l y  to  blame a c to r s  or hold  
a c to r s  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  u n d esira b le  n e g a t iv e  outcomes.
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I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  a p p a r e n t  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  a c t o r ' s  
b e h a v io r  a t  t h e s e  l e v e l s ,  t h e  n e g a t i v e  ou tco m es a r e  u n a v o id ­
a b l e .  But t h e y  a r e  u n a v o id a b le  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  r e a s o n s  a t  e a c h  
l e v e l .  At t h e  l e v e l  o f  c o m m iss io n ,  t h e  n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es  a r e  
beyond t h e  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  a c t o r  s i n c e  t h e  n e g a t i v e  o u tco m es  
r e s u l t  from  an  u n f o r e s e e a b l e  s e q u e n c e  o f  e v e n t s .  At t h e  
l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  t h e  n e g a t i v e  o u tco m es  m ig h t be  
c o n c e p t u a l i z e d  a s  u n a v o id a b le  due t o  t h e  f o r c e  o f  e x t e r n a l  
c o e r c i o n ,  i . e .  e x t e r n a l  c o e r c i o n  i m p l i e s  "no c h o ic e "  on t h e  
p a r t  o f  t h e  a c t o r .  A p p a r e n t ly ,  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  in f o r m a t io n  
t h a t  t h e  a c t o r ' s  b e h a v i o r  i s  j u s t i f i e d  and t h a t  t h e  n e g a t i v e  
o u tc o m e s  a r e  u n a v o i d a b le ,  o b s e r v e r s  h o ld  t h e  a c t o r  l e s s  
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  n e g a t i v e  o u tc o m es  th a n  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m e s .  
The i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  a c t o r  c a n n o t  f o r e s e e  t h e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  
o f  h i s  b e h a v io r  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  c o m m iss io n  b u t  d o e s  f o r e s e e  
t h e  c o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  h i s  b e h a v io r  a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
d o e s  n o t  a p p ea r  t o  have  a  b e a r i n g  on  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  outcom e  
v a l e n c e .
I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  c o m m iss io n  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  
a t  t h e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  t h e  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  
f i n a l  o u tc o m es  and t h e  i n t e n t i o n s  o f  t h e  a c t o r  a r e  somewhat 
open  t o  q u e s t i o n  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  am biguous in f o r m a t io n  i n  
a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s  a t  t h i s  l e v e l .  However, t h e  f i n a l  outcom e  
i s  a t  l e a s t  u n d er  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  a c t o r  and  
a s  s u c h ,  o b s e r v e r s  w ere e x p e c t e d  t o  h o ld  t h e  a c t o r  more 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  n e g a t i v e  ou tco m es w h ich  c o u ld  have b e e n  
a v o id e d  th a n  f o r  p o s i t i v e  o u tc o m es  w h ich  may o r  may n o t  be
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p er c e iv e d  a s  fo r e see n  o r  a n t ic ip a te d  by the a c to r .  Even 
though th e  d i f f e r e n c e  was not q u ite  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  the  
r e s u l t s  s u g g e s t  th a t  o n ly  a t  the l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
do o b serv ers  hold  the a c t o r  more r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  n e g a t iv e  
outcomes th a n  fo r  p o s i t i v e  outcomes.
With r e s p e c t  to  th e  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  outcomes 
at each l e v e l ,  the i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes must be 
con sid ered  s e p a r a te ly  from the e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  
n eg a t iv e  outcom es. B ased  on d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the nature o f  
th e  ca u sa l r o l e  shared by the a c to r  and the a c t iv e  en v iron­
ment, the e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes was 
expected  to  vary from l e v e l  to l e v e l .  O bservers' a s s ig n ­
ment o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes was exp ected  to  be (1 )  minimal f o r  both  
low and h ig h  p o s i t i v e  outcomes a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  
s in c e  th e  a c t o r ' s  c a u s a l  r o le  i s  m inim al, (2) g r e a te r  fo r  
high  than f o r  low p o s i t i v e  outcomes a t  the l e v e l  o f  
commission s in c e  the a c t o r ' s  b eh a v io r  i s  ap p aren tly  j u s t i ­
f i e d ,  (3) g r e a te r  fo r  h ig h  than f o r  low p o s i t i v e  outcomes 
a t  the l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  s in c e  ob serv ers  were expected  
to  con v in ce  th em se lv es  th a t  they  would have caused  the  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes and a s  such would h o ld  the a c to r  more 
r e s p o n s ib le  a s  p o s i t i v e  outcomes became more fa v o r a b le  
(W alster, 1 96? ) , (4) g r e a te r  fo r  h ig h  than f o r  low  p o s i t i v e  
outcomes a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  s in c e  th e  a c t o r ' s  
behavior i s  e x p l i c i t l y  j u s t i f i e d  and th e  a c to r  f o r e s e e s  the  
consequ ences o f  h is  b e h a v io r ,  and (5 )  maximal f o r  both low
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and high p o s i t i v e  outcomes a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  
s in c e  the  c a u sa l  r o le  o f  the a c to r  i s  maximal.
Reviewing the r e s u l t s  from l e v e l  to  l e v e l ,  i t  was found 
th a t  th e se  e x p e c ta t io n s  were supported o n ly  a t  the l e v e l s  o f  
a s s o c ia t io n  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  As exp ected , outcome i n t e n s i t y  
had no e f f e c t  on o b s e r v e r s ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
a t  the l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  w h ile  a t  the l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  
ob serv ers ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was g rea ter  fo r  
high  p o s i t i v e  than f o r  low p o s i t i v e  outcom es. E x p ecta t io n s  
were c o n tr a d ic te d  a t  th e  o th er  th ree  l e v e l s  o f  commission, 
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  At th e  l e v e l  o f  commission, 
the r e s u l t s  were o p p o s ite  th e  p r e d ic t io n ,  i . e .  o b serv ers '  
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was g re a te r  f o r  low than fo r  
high  p o s i t i v e  outcomes. Then a t  the l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  
i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes had no e f f e c t  on o b serv ers '  
assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  F in a l ly ,  a t  the l e v e l  o f  in te n ­
t i o n a l i t y ,  outcome i n t e n s i t y  had an e f f e c t  where no e f f e c t  
was expected , i . e .  o b ser v ers '  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent was 
g re a te r  fo r  h igh  than  fo r  low p o s i t i v e  outcomes.
The unexpected f in d in g s  a t  the l e v e l s  o f  commssion, 
f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y  r e f l e c t  the inadequacy  
o f  p resen t  e x p la n a t io n s .  An a l t e r n a t iv e  r e la t io n s h ip  between  
the nature o f  the a c t o r ' s  r o l e  a t  the f i v e  l e v e l s  and the  
observed e f f e c t  o f  i n t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t i v e  outcomes might be 
proposed. T his a l t e r n a t iv e  i s  based p r im a r ily  on th e  
dynamics o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and i n t e n t i o n a l i t y .  The b asic
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prem ise i s  th a t  in form ation  con cern in g  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and 
in t e n t io n a l i t y  are in t im a te ly  r e la t e d . For p o s i t iv e  outcom es, 
when an a c to r  can fo r e s e e  th e consequences o f  h is  b eh av ior , 
i t  i s  l i k e l y  th a t th e  a c to r  w i l l  be p erce iv ed  a s  in ten d in g  
to  produce th e  f in a l  outcomes and a s  such, w i l l  be h eld  more 
r e sp o n s ib le  a s  p o s i t iv e  outcomes become more fa v o r a b le .
U sing t h i s  prem ise in  e v a lu a t in g  th e nature o f  th e  
a c t o r 's  r o le  a t  the f i v e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  th e observed  
e f f e c t  o f  in t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t iv e  outcomes a t  each l e v e l  m ight 
be accounted fo r  as f o l lo w s .
At th e  l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n ,  the a c t o r 's  ca u sa l r o le  
i s  minimal and as su ch , f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and in t e n t io n a l i t y  
on the p art o f  the a c to r  are n ot r e a l ly  an is s u e  to  be 
re so lv ed  by th e  o b serv er . T h erefo re , o b serv ers ' assignm ent 
o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  i s  n o t a f fe c t e d  by in t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t iv e  
outcom es.
At th e  l e v e l  o f  com m ission, th e  p o s i t iv e  outcomes are
not fo r e se e n  and not in ten d ed  by th e  a c to r  and as such,
ob servers h o ld  the a c to r  l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  a s  th e se  u n fo re­
seea b le  and unintended p o s i t iv e  outcomes become more fa v o r­
a b le  .
At th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  th e f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  o f
th e  f in a l  outcome i s  ambiguous and a s  such th e  in te n t io n s
o f  the a c to r  are open to  q u e s t io n . As a r e s u l t ,  ob servers  
a ssig n ed  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  in  a l l  p o s s ib le  ways a s  a fu n c tio n  
o f  in t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t iv e  outcom es. That i s ,  some ob servers
iko
a ss ig n e d  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  as p o s i t iv e  outcomes became more 
fa v o r a b le , some a ss ig n ed  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  a s p o s i t iv e  
outcomes became more fa v o r a b le , and some a ss ig n e d  an equal 
amount o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  as p o s i t iv e  outcom es became more 
fa v o r a b le . The r e s u lt  was no sy stem a tic  e f f e c t  due to  the 
in t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t iv e  outcom es. I t  appeared then  th a t  the  
in form ation  about t h e -a c to r ’ s ca u sa l r o le  was h ig h ly  
ambiguous and open to  d i f f e r e n t  in te r p r e ta t io n s .  T his  
su g g ested  in t e r p r e t a b i l i t y  con cern in g  th e  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  
o f  th e  f in a l  outcome and th e in te n t io n s  o f  th e  a c to r  was 
n ot ev id en t a t  th e  l e v e l s  o f  com m ission, j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  or 
in t e n t io n a l i t y  where th e  m a jo r ity  o f  th e  o b serv ers  ex h ib ited  
th e  same p a tte r n  as r e f le c t e d  by th e means.
At th e l e v e l s  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and in t e n t io n a l i t y ,  
th e  a cto r  can fo r e s e e  th e  consequences o f  h is  b eh av ior  and 
o b serv ers conclude th a t he in te n d s  to  produce th e  p o s it iv e  
f i n a l  outcom es. As such , o b serv ers  tend  to  h o ld  th e  actor  
more r e sp o n s ib le  commensurate w ith  outcome f a v o r a b i l i t y .
In  summary then , i t  appears th a t  when an a c to r  does not
fo r e s e e  or in ten d  p o s i t iv e  outcomes a s  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f
com m ission, o b serv ers hold  th e  a c to r  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  as 
p o s i t iv e  outcomes become more fa v o r a b le . On th e  o ther hand, 
when the outcome i s  fo r e s e e n  or in ten d ed  as a t  th e  le v e l s  
o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and in t e n t io n a l i t y ,  o b serv ers h o ld  the a cto r  
more r e sp o n s ib le  as p o s i t iv e  outcomes become more fa v o ra b le . 
F in a l ly ,  when th ere  i s  doubt as to  th e f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  o f the
outcome and in te n t io n s  o f  th e a c to r  a s  a t  th e l e v e l  o f
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f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  o b serv ers vary in  t h e ir  in te r p r e ta t io n  o f  
c a u s a l i ty  and. r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  As such , no e f f e c t  fo r  
in t e n s i t y  o f  p o s i t iv e  outcomes i s  in d ic a te d .
With r e sp ec t  to  th e  e f f e c t  o f  s e v e r i ty  o f  n eg a tiv e  
outcom es, th e gu id in g  p r in c ip le  may be th e " a v o id a b ility "  
o f  th e  f in a l  outcomes ra th er  than th e  dynamics o f  fo r e ­
s e e a b i l i t y  and in t e n t io n a l i t y  p o s tu la te d  fo r  p o s i t iv e  
outcom es. The b a sic  prem ise proposed here i s  th a t  i f  
n e g a tiv e  outcomes are p erce iv ed  as a v o id a b le , then  ob servers  
w i l l  hold th e  a c to r  more r e sp o n s ib le  a s  th e se  n eg a tiv e  
outcomes become more se v e r e .
At th e  l e v e l s  o f  a s s o c ia t io n  and in t e n t io n a l i t y ,  
avoidance o f  th e  f i n a l  outcome i s  n o t r e a l ly  an i s s u e .  At 
th e  l e v e l  o f  a s s o c ia t io n , th e f in a l  outcome i s  com p lete ly  
beyond th e  c o n tr o l o f  th e  a c to r  s in c e  h is  a c t io n s  are  
t o t a l l y  u n re la ted  to  th e  occurrence o f  the n eg a tiv e  outcom es. 
As such, ob servers were not exp ected  and were not found to  
h old  th e a c to r  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  e i th e r  m ild  or severe  nega­
t i v e  outcom es. In  c o n tr a s t ,  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  in t e n t io n a l i t y ,  
th e  occurrence o f  th e  n eg a tiv e  outcomes i s  co m p lete ly  under 
th e  c o n tr o l o f  the a c to r  and as such , o b serv ers were expected  
and were found to  h o ld  th e  a c to r  m axim ally re sp o n s ib le  fo r  
b oth  m ild  and severe  n eg a tiv e  outcom es.
At th e l e v e l  o f  com m ission, th e  a v o id a b i l i t y  o f  the  
n e g a tiv e  outcomes may be an i s s u e .  There was a d iscrep an cy  
between e x p e c ta tio n  and the observed  p a tter n  a t  the l e v e l
14-2
o f  com m ission . The r e s u l t s  su g g e s te d , a t  l e a s t ,  a s l i g h t  
tendency on the p a r t  o f  o b ser v ers  to  hold  th e  a c to r  more 
r e sp o n s ib le  as n e g a t iv e  outcom es became more s e v e r e . I t  was 
exp ected  th a t  o b se r v ers  would h o ld  th e  a c to r  l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  
a s n e g a t iv e  outcomes became more sev ere  s in c e  th e s e  outcomes 
appeared to  be u n a v o id a b le .
However, th e f a c t  th a t  o b se r v e r s ' assignm ent o f  resp o n s­
i b i l i t y  d id  tend to  be ra th er  m inim al r e g a r d le s s  o f  outcome 
s e v e r i ty  reduced th e  s e r io u s n e s s  o f  t h i s  d iscr ep a n cy . T h is  
m inimal r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent sim ply r e f l e c t e d  th e  
n o tio n  th a t  a c to r s  a re  not a s s ig n e d  much r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  
u n avoid ab le  n e g a t iv e  outcom es. N e v e r th e le s s , to  f in d  even  
a s l i g h t  tendency f o r  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent to  in c r e a se  
w ith  outcome s e v e r i t y  was s u r p r is in g . T h is r e s u l t  su g g e s ts  
th a t  a s  lo n g  as th e  outcome i s  in  any way c o n tin g e n t  upon 
the a c t o r ' s  b eh a v io r , o b serv ers  m ight p e r c e iv e  th e  outcome 
a s a v o id a b le  and a s s ig n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  commensurate w ith  
outcome s e v e r i t y .
The in c r e a se  in  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  assignm ent a s  n e g a tiv e  
outcomes became more sev ere  was found a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  fo r e ­
s e e a b i l i t y .  Such a  r e s u l t  would be exp ected  s in c e  fo r  a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n s  a t t h i s  l e v e l ,  i t  i s  f a i r l y  c le a r  th a t  th e outcom es 
cou ld  have been avo id ed  i f  th e  a c to r  had g iv e n  enough thought 
to  h i s  a c t io n s .
I n  c o n tr a s t ,  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  even though  
the n e g a t iv e  outcom es are a r e s u l t  o f  th e a c t o r ' s  b eh a v io r , 
o b ser v ers  h eld  th e  a c to r  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib le  a s  n e g a tiv e  outcomes
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■became more se v e r e . T h is p a tte r n  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  j r . s t i f i c a -  
t io n  p o s s ib ly  r e f l e c t s  th e o b se r v e r ’s p erc e p tio n  th a t  the  
outcome i s  more co n tin g en t upon th e  e x te r n a l c o e r c iv e  fo r c e s  
than upon th e a c to r  and h is  b eh av ior . As n eg a tiv e  outcomes 
become more se v e r e , th e  e x te r n a l c o e r c iv e  fo r c e s  are  
p erce iv ed  as having a more p o ten t in f lu e n c e  in  producing the  
f i n a l  outcome. When th e  a c to r  knowingly behaves in  a manner 
which r e s u l t s  in  a sev ere  n eg a tiv e  outcome, o b serv ers  
p e r c e iv e  th a t  e x te r n a l fo r c e s  are p ow erfu l and the a c to r  had 
l i t t l e  c h o ic e . Thus, ob servers p e r c e iv e  l e s s  a v o id a b i l i t y  
fo r  severe  n eg a tiv e  outcomes than m ild  n eg a tiv e  outcomes 
and as such hold  th e  a c to r  l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  as th e se  n eg a tiv e  
outcomes become more se v e r e .
As d iscu sse d  above, the e f f e c t  o f  outcome c h a r a c te r is t ic s  
on o b serv ers ' assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  depended upon the  
l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  However, a s  d isc u sse d  below , when the  
data fo r  a c to r s  and o b serv ers  were examined, th e  o v e r a l l  
s im i la r i t y  among a c to r s ,  o b serv ers , and SA a c to r s  was (ju ite  
unexpected . D if fe r e n c e s  were exp ected  based on th e theory  
o f  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n ,  th e n o tio n  o f  s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  and 
th e  th eory  o f  o b je c t iv e  se lf -a w a r e n e ss .
Based on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eo ry  and the n o tio n  
th a t a c to r s  are l i k e l y  to  a t tr ib u te  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  in  terms 
o f  t h e ir  own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s ,  d if fe r e n c e s  were expected  
betw een a c to r s  and o b serv ers . A ctors were expected  to hold  
th em se lves more r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es, but l e s s
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re sp o n s ib le  fo r  n eg a tiv e  outcomes than ob servers were expected  
to  hold  a c to r s .  Thus, a s s t ip u la te d  in  H ypothesis 8 , 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcomes was expected  
to  be h igher fo r  a c to r s  than fo r  o b serv ers a cr o ss  a l l  f iv e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  In  c o n tr a s t , H ypothesis 9 s ta te d  th a t  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent fo r  n eg a tiv e  outcomes was expected  
to  be lower fo r  a c to rs  than  fo r  o b serv ers a cr o ss  a l l  f iv e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  N e ith er  o f  th e se  h ypotheses were 
supported . A ctors d id  not a s s ig n  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  than  
o b serv ers fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es nor l e s s  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  
n e g a tiv e  outcom es a cr o ss  a l l  f iv e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i ty .
Based on th e  th eory  o f  o b je c t iv e  se lf -a w a r e n e ss , 
d if f e r e n c e s  a c r o ss  l e v e l s  were expected  between th e  two 
groups o f a c to r s  as w e l l .  The su p p o s it io n  was th a t  the SA 
m an ip u la tion  would enhance th e  a c to r s ' awareness o f  them­
s e lv e s  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  which in  tu rn  would in c r ea se  
t h e i r  acceptance o f r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  Thus, a c to r s  w ith  the  
SA m anipu lation  should tak e more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  both  
p o s i t iv e  and n eg a tiv e  outcom es than a c to r s  w ithou t th e SA 
m an ip u la tion . T his e f f e c t  was expected  a cr o ss  a l l  f iv e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  Thus, as s t ip u la te d  in  H ypothesis 10, 
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcomes was expected  
to  be h igher fo r  SA a c to r s  than fo r  a c to r s  a cro ss  th e  f iv e  
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  S im ila r ly , H yp oth esis 11 s ta te d  th a t  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent fo r  n eg a tiv e  outcomes was expected  
to  be h igher fo r  SA a c to r s  than fo r  a c to r s  a cr o ss  th e f iv e
1^5
l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  A gain, th e se  h ypotheses were not confirm ed  
by th e  d a ta . A ctors and SA a c to r s  were g e n e r a lly  s im ila r  in  
t h e ir  assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  b oth  p o s i t iv e  and 
n e g a tiv e  outcomes a c r o ss  th e  f iv e  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .
The f in a l  two h yp oth eses concerned th e  p a tte r n  o f resp o n s­
i b i l i t y  assignm ent by a c to r s  w ith in  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  Based 
on d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eo ry  and th e n o tio n  th a t a c to r s  
a s s ig n  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  to  th em se lv es  in  accordance w ith  t h e ir  
own s e l f - i n t e r e s t s ,  th e  a c to r s '  p a tte r n  o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
assignm ent w ith in  any p a r t ic u la r  l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i ty  was 
exp ected  to  be a f f e c t e d  by outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s .  A ctors  
were expected  to  hold th em se lv es more r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  p o s i ­
t i v e  outcomes than  fo r  n e g a tiv e  outcomes (H yp oth esis 1 2 ) . 
Moreover, a c to r s  were exp ected  to  hold  th em se lv es  more 
re sp o n s ib le  a s  p o s i t iv e  outcomes became more fa v o ra b le , but 
l e s s  r e sp o n s ib le  a s  n e g a t iv e  outcomes became more sev ere  
(H ypoth esis 13 )• Only a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  was t h i s  
p a tte r n  found fo r  a c to r s .
Contrary to  a l l  e x p e c ta t io n s  o f  H ypotheses 8 -1 3  was th e  
f in d in g  o f  an o v e r a l l  s im i la r i t y  between o b serv ers  and both  
groups o f  a c to r s  in  t h e ir  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent a s a 
fu n c tio n  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  a t  each l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  
As in d ic a te d  by th e n o n -s ig n if ic a n t  r o le  x v a le n c e , r o le  x 
l e v e l  x v a le n c e , and r o le  x l e v e l  x v a len ce  x in t e n s i t y  
in te r a c t io n s ,  not o n ly  d id  o b serv ers  and both  groups o f  
a c to r s  a s s ig n  rough ly  th e  same amount o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r
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p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t iv e  outcomes a c r o s s  l e v e l s  i n  gen era l bu t  
a ls o  th e y  dem onstrated  th e same p a tte r n  o f r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
assign m en t w ith in  each  l e v e l  a s  a  fu n c tio n  o f  outcome 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .
Based on th e  o v e r a l l  s im i la r i t y  among s u b je c t  groups, 
l i t t l e  su p p ortive  ev id e n c e  was found fo r  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u ­
t io n ,  s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  or o b je c t iv e  s e lf -a w a r e n e s s . However, 
a t  th e  p o la r  l e v e l s  o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  namely a s s o c ia t io n  and 
in t e n t io n a l i t y ,  th e  la c k  o f d i f f e r e n c e s  b etw een  su b jec t  
groups was a c t u a l ly  n ot s u r p r is in g . The c a u s a l  r o le  sh ared  
by th e  a c to r  and th e  a c t iv e  environm ent i s  so c le a r ly  
d if f e r e n t ia t e d  i n  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  a t th e se  l e v e l s  t h a t  
c a u s a l  a t t r ib u t io n s  and r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assign m en t would 
be m in im ally  s u b je c t  to  d i f f e r e n t i a l  in te r p r e ta t io n  on th e  
p a r t  o f  a c to r s  and o b se r v ers .
In  c o n tr a s t  to  th e se  p o la r  l e v e l s ,  th e  a c to r  and th e  
a c t iv e  environm ent more c l e a r l y  share a c a u s a l  r o le  in  
p rod u cin g  the f i n a l  outcomes a t  th e  in te rm ed ia te  l e v e l s .
As su ch , ca u sa l a t t r ib u t io n s  and r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent 
would be su b jec t  to  d i f f e r e n t i a l  in t e r p r e ta t io n  based on  
p e r c e p tu a l and m o tiv a t io n a l d i f f e r e n c e s  b etw een  a c to r s  and 
o b s e r v e r s . These d i f f e r e n t i a l  I n te r p r e ta t io n s  le a d in g  to  
d i f f e r in g  p a tte r n s  o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assign m en t depending  
upon su b jec t  r o le  were ex p ected  p a r t ic u la r ly  a t  the l e v e l  
o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  where th e a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  are h ig h ly  
am biguous.
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E xpected  d if f e r e n c e s  were n o t found however to  any 
s u b s ta n t ia l  degree a t  the th r e e  in te rm e d ia te  l e v e l s .  Thus, 
th e r e  was minor support fo r  th e  m o tiv a t io n a l d if f e r e n c e s  
p r e d ic te d  by d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  th eo ry  and the c o r r e ­
spond ing n o tio n  o f  s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  In f a c t ,  a t  th e  l e v e l  
o f  com m ission, th e  data  s u g g e s t s  th a t  a c to r s  op erate  
somewhat a g a in s t  t h e ir  s e l f - i n t e r e s t .  R e la t iv e  to  what 
o b se r v e r s  a s s ig n e d , a c to r s  to o k  l e s s  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  
p o s i t i v e  outcomes and more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  n e g a tiv e  
outcom es, e s p e c ia l ly  sev ere  n e g a t iv e  outcom es. Then a t  
th e l e v e l s  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y  and j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  th e  o n ly  
in d ic a t io n  fo r  th e  o p era tio n  o f  a s e l f - i n t e r e s t  m otive  
was t h a t  a c to r s  to o k  s l i g h t l y  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  fo r  
p o s i t iv e  outcomes than o b se r v e r s  a ss ig n e d  to  a c to r s .
Moreover, th e  r e s u l t s  p ro v id e  l i t t l e  in d ic a t io n  th a t  
s e lf -a w a r e n e ss  was o p e r a t iv e . Only a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  was th e re  an in d ic a t io n  th a t  th e  SA m anipula­
t io n  m ight be o p e r a t iv e  to  a s u b s ta n t ia l  d eg ree . At t h i s  
l e v e l  th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een a c to r s  and SA a c to r s  conformed  
to  e x p e c ta t io n . SA a c to r s  to o k  more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  fo r  
b oth  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e  outcom es th a n  a c to r s .  However, 
a t th e  l e v e l  o f  f o r e s e e a b i l i t y ,  th ere  was no d if fe r e n c e  
betw een  th e  two groups o f  a c t o r s .  F in a l ly ,  a t  th e  l e v e l  o f  
com m ission , even  though SA a c to r s  took  more r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  
fo r  p o s i t iv e  outcom es than  a c t o r s ,  SA a c to r s  took  l e s s  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  f o r  n e g a t iv e  outcom es th an  a c to r s  which was 
c o n tr a r y  to  th e  th eory  o f  o b je c t iv e  s e lf -a w a r e n e s s .
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In  an attem pt to  ex p la in  th e  gen era l s im i la r i t y  among 
th e  th r ee  su b jec t  groups a s r e v ea le d  by th e la c k  o f  
s ig n i f ic a n t  e f f e c t s  due to  r o le  in  the a n a ly s is  o f  v a r ia n c e , 
th e  fundamental con cep tu a l b a s is  fo r  ex p ec tin g  d if f e r e n c e s  
in  th e f i r s t  p la ce  needs to  be rev iew ed . As s ta te d  p r e v io u s ly ,  
th e a t t r ib u t io n  p ro ce ss  was co n ce p tu a lize d  as an o b je c t iv e  
assessm en t o f  th e  c a u s e -a n d -e f fe c t  r e la t io n s h ip s  among 
ca u sa l fo r c e s  (a c to r  and a c t iv e  environm ent) which serve  
to  ex p la in  th e occurrence o f  a p a r t ic u la r  outcome. These 
c a u s e -a n d -e f fe c t  r e la t io n s h ip s  between a c to r  and a c t iv e  
environm ent are o b je c t iv e ly  d ep ic ted  in  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s ,  
but th e se  r e la t io n s h ip s  are d i f f e r e n t  depending upon th e  
l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i t y .  I t  was p r e c is e ly  the nature o f  th e se  
in te r - c a u s a l  r e la t io n s h ip s  which were exp ected  to  determ ine 
th e p a tte r n  o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent a s  a fu n c tio n  o f  
outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s .
However, th e in fe r e n c e s  or d e c is io n s  about c a u s a l i ty  
and r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  which are based on an o b je c t iv e  ev a lu a ­
t io n  o f  ca u sa l in t e r - r e la t io n s h ip s  d ep ic ted  in  a c t io n  
s i t u a t io n s  were p o s tu la te d  to  be m odified  by p ercep tu a l  
and/or m o tiv a t io n a l b ia s e s .  These b ia s e s  were p o s tu la te d  
to  be a fu n c t io n  o f  th e  a t t r ib u t o r 's  r o le  a s  e i th e r  an a c to r  
or as an o b serv er . In  turn , th e  o p era tio n  o f  th e se  b ia s e s  
were expected  to  be r e f l e c t e d  in  d i f f e r in g  p a tte r n s  o f  
r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent by a c to r s  and o b se r v ers .
The fa c t  th a t  a l l  th ree  su b je c t  groups showed the same 
p a tte r n  o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assignm ent a cr o ss  and w ith in
l e v e l s  su g g e sts  th en  th a t  th e se  b ia s e s  were n ot o p e r a tiv e , 
th a t  i s ,  a l l  s u b je c ts  were a tte n d in g  to  and p r o c e ss in g  th e  
same in form ation  and drawing th e  same c o n c lu s io n s  regard in g  
c a u s a lity  and r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  ir r e s p e c t iv e  o f  t h e ir  r o le  as  
an a c to r  or as an o b serv er . T h is seems to  im ply th a t a l l  
s u b je c ts , not ju s t  o b serv ers , were in te r p r e t in g  and 
e s ta b l is h in g  in te r -c a u s a l  r e la t io n s h ip s  from an o b je c t iv e ,  
detached p o in t  o f  v iew  and th a t th e  p erson a l su b je c t iv e  
involvem ent expected  o f  a c to r s  and ob servers was not 
o ccu rr in g . Thus, a l l  su b jec t groups e x h ib ite d  s im ila r  
p a tte r n s  o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  assign m en t.
T h is ex p la n a tio n  does n ot n e c e s s a r i ly  su g g est th a t  
a c to r s  and o b serv ers  do not have b ia s e s  depending upon 
outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  and m an ip u lation  o f  se lf -a w a r e n e ss .  
Other re sea rch ers  have a lread y  dem onstrated d if fe r e n c e s  
as a fu n c tio n  o f  su b je c t  r o le  and o b je c t iv e  se lf-a w a r e n e ss  
(Duval & Wicklund, 1973; H arris and Harvey, 1975; Harvey, 
e t .  a l . ,  1975; Johnson, e t .  a l . ,  19&9; R oss, a l . ,  197^)- 
The most p o ten t ex p la n a tio n  fo r  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  study  
may be found in  i t s  m ethodology. S p e c i f i c a l ly ,  i t  su g g e s ts  
th a t th e m ethodology employed in  t h i s  study was not e f f e c t iv e  
or conducive to  th e  op era tio n  o f  th e  su b je c t iv e  b ia s e s  
p o s tu la te d  by d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  and p erc ep tu a l b ia s e s  
p o stu la te d  by th e  th eo ry  o f  o b je c t iv e  s e lf -a w a r e n e ss . As a 
r e s u l t  th e se  b ia s e s  were not o p era tin g  to  su p ersed e , a s  
ex p ected , an o b je c t iv e  assessm en t o f  c a u s a l i ty  and
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assignm ent o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .
The q u e s tio n  then  becomes why d id  th e  m ethodology not 
e l i c i t  th ese  b ia s e s .  Two answers come im m ediately to  mind 
regard in g  th e  c o n d it io n s  which m ight be n ecessa ry  to  e l i c i t  
p ercep tu a l a n d /o r  m o tiv a tio n a l b ia s e s .
F ir s t ,  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  th a t  th e  in s t r u c t io n s  g iv e n  in  
th e  p resen t stu d y  were too  p o ten t in  d e f in in g  th e ta sk  o f  
th e  su b je c ts  a s  an "honest" e v a lu a tio n  o f  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y .  
That i s ,  th e  in s t r u c t io n s  may have p reclu d ed  th e o p era tio n  
o f  su b je c tiv e  b ia s e s  by s t r e s s in g  th e  ta sk  o f the su b je c ts  
a s  "honestly  in d ic a t in g  th e  ap p rop ria te  degree o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .” The in s t r u c t io n s  th en  may have demanded 
an o b je c t iv e  e v a lu a t io n  o f  th e  in form ation  and were not 
nebulous enough to  a llo w  th e in tr u s io n  o f  p erso n a l b ia s e s .  
T h erefore , b oth  a c to r s  and o b serv ers were o b je c t iv e ly  
e v a lu a tin g  th e  s i t u a t io n s  and a s s ig n in g  r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  as  
d ic ta te d  by th e  in s t r u c t io n s  ra th er  than  as d ic ta te d  by th e  
p erso n a l b ia s e s  and p e r s p e c t iv e s  o f  t h e ir  r o le .
Second ly , r e la t iv e  to  th e  m ethodology employed in  
th e  p resen t stu d y , l i v e  b eh a v io ra l e v e n ts  may be a b asic  
requirem ent fo r  the e l i c i t a t i o n ,  o p er a tio n , and demonstra­
t io n  o f p erc ep tu a l an d /or  m o tiv a t io n a l b ia s e s .  I t  i s  
l i k e l y  th a t  in  l i v e  b eh a v io ra l e v e n ts , a c to r s  and o b serv ers  
w i l l  d i f f e r  In  t h e ir  e v a lu a tio n  o f  th e  ca u sa l l in k  between  
observed b eh av ior  and observed outcom e. E x p er im en ta lly , 
p a s t  re sea rch ers  have examined and found a c to r -o b ser v e r
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d if f e r e n c e s  in  l i v e  b eh a v io ra l ev e n ts  (H arris and Harvey, 1975; 
Harvey, e t .  a l . ,  1975. Johnson, e t .  a l . ,  1969; R oss, e t . a l . ,  
197*0 • T h e o r e t ic a l ly , th e se  d if f e r e n c e s  are l i k e l y  s in c e  
the a c to r  a c tu a lly  behaves and s e e s  th e consequences o f  
h is  a c t io n  w h ile  th e ob server  a c tu a l ly  w itn e sse s  th e a c t o r 's  
behavior and the r e s u lta n t  outcom e.
Whether or not th e  a c to r -o b se r v e r  d if f e r e n c e s  p o s tu la te d  
by th e d iscrep an cy  h y p o th e s is , the th eory  o f  o b je c t iv e  s e l f -  
aw areness, or  d e fe n s iv e  a t t r ib u t io n  w i l l  depend upon th e  
l e v e l  o f  c a u s a l i ty  i s  s t i l l  open to  q u e s tio n . Hence, fu tu re  
resea rch  should extend  th e  in co rp o r a tio n  o f  the f iv e  l e v e l s  
o f  c a u s a l i t y  in to  l i v e  b eh a v io ra l e v e n ts  and examine th e  
e f f e c t  o f  outcome c h a r a c t e r is t ic s  in  l ig h t  o f  the f in d in g s  
o f  th e  p resen t study a s  w e ll  as th e  f in d in g s  o f  Shaw and h is  
a s s o c ia t e s  (Shaw and R eita n , 1969; Shaw and S u lz e r , 196*)-; 
S u lzer , 196*1-; 1971) .
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APPENDIX A
P o o l o f  20 a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s  w ith  in d e n t i f ic a t io n  o f  l e v e l  
o f  c a u s a l i t y ,  outcome v a le n c e , and outcome in t e n s i t y  
g iv en  in  key fo llo w in g  th e  a c t io n  s i t u a t io n s
1 . Adam was a t  th e "beach w ith  h is  g i r l .  A woman and her h us­
band a l l  o f  a sudden came running over to  Adam. Both o f  them 
were h y s t e r ic a l .  They were y e l l in g  a t  Adam t e l l i n g  him th a t  
t h e ir  l i t t l e  boy had g o tte n  c a r r ie d  out by th e  cu rren t and 
was drowning. The b o y 's  fa th e r  sa id  he c o u ld n 't  swim and 
would k i l l  Adam i f  he d id n ’t  go out and save the boy. Adam 
sp o tted  a sm all boat on th e  beach. Adam ran over to  th e  
b o a t, paddled o u t, and brought the boy to  s a f e t y .  To what 
degree i s  Adam r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e b o y 's  l i f e  b ein g  saved?
2 . One morning, w h ile  Sam was a t sch o o l s tu d y in g  fo r  an exam,
one o f Sam' s fr ie n d s  asked Sam' s b rother to  d r iv e  him to  th e
auto r e p a ir  shop to  p ick  up h is  car th a t  a ftern o o n . Sam’s  
brother sa id  OK, but th a t  a ftern oon  Sam's brother fo r g o t  and 
Sam's fr ie n d  had to  pay fo r  a t a x i  to  go g e t  h is  c a r . To 
what degree i s  Sam r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  h is  fr ie n d  having to  pay 
fo r  a ta x i  to  go g e t  h is  car?
3* Roger was c le a n in g  ou t h is  garage and found some old  sh o es .
Roger put th e o ld  sh o es in  th e tr a sh  p i l e .  A hobo who
happened to  p a ss by la t e r  in  th e  day found th e  o ld  sh oes and 
kept them fo r  h im s e lf .  To what degree i s  Roger r e sp o n s ib le  
fo r  th e hobo g e t t in g  some o ld  shoes?
k. S teve and h is  g i r l  were s i t t i n g  next to  another man a t  a bar 
one n ig h t . The man go t up to  le a v e  and l e f t  a quarter on the  
bar as a t ip  fo r  th e  b arten d er. S teve reached to  p ick  up the  
q u arter , but h is  g i r l  to ld  him not to  tak e th e t i p .  S teve  
took th e  b a r ten d e r 's  t ip  anyway and used  i t  to  p la y  th e  p in ­
b a l l  m achine. To what degree i s  S teve re sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e  
bartender not. g e t t in g  h is  t ip ?
5 . K eith  and h is  fr ie n d  went to  th e  Chem istry la b  one ev en in g .
While h ea tin g  two ch em ica ls  K eith  had mixed to g e th e r , th e  
beaker broke and a f i r e  broke o u t. I n s t in c t iv e ly ,  K eith  
s ta r te d  to  f ig h t  th e  f i r e .  F earing  an e x p lo s io n  and w anting  
to  save th e  b u ild in g , K eith  p u lle d  th e f i r e  alarm and c lo s e d  
an e x p lo s io n  p roof door. The f i r e  alarm went o f f  ju s t  in  
tim e fo r  K e ith 's  fr ie n d  to  escape through a back door j u s t  
a s th e la b  exp loded . To what degree i s  K eith  r e sp o n s ib le  
fo r  h is  fr ien d  esca p in g  the ex p lo sio n ?
6 . One day, Ed c a l le d  a fr ie n d  to  come over and see h is  new
stereo  equipm ent. On th e way, Ed's  fr ie n d  had an autom obile
a cc id en t and was k i l l e d .  To what degree i s  Ed r e sp o n s ib le  
fo r  h is  fr ie n d  b ein g  k il le d ?
A-2 156
7 . One d ay , w h ile  P h i l  was p la y in g  g o l f ,  P h i l ’ s  "brother c a l l e d  
up a f r ie n d  to  go p la y  some t e n n is .  They p la y ed  3 s e t s  o f  • 
t e n n is  and P h i l ' s  "brother won 2 ou t o f  th e  3 s e t s .  To what 
degree i s  P h il  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  h i s  b ro th er  w inning 2 o u t o f  
th e 3 s e t s  o f  t e n n is ?
8 .  One d ay , J a ck ’s g ir l f r i e n d  c a l l e d  him from sc h o o l and asked  
Jack t o  b r in g  a c a r to n  o f  m ilk  over to  h er  apartm ent. When 
Jack g o t  to  h is  g i r l ' s  apartm ent, he gave h i s  g i r l ' s  c a t  a
l i t t l e  m ilk  and p u t th e  c a r to n  o f  m ilk  he had opened on th e
k itc h e n  co u n ter . The c a t  f in is h e d  th e  m ilk  q u ick ly  and 
s ta r te d  to  purr f o r  some more. Jack l e f t  and w h ile  no one 
was t h e r e ,  the c a t  knocked o v er  th e open c a r to n  o f  m ilk  w hich  
h is  g i r l  had to  c l e a n  up when she got home. To what d egree  
i s  Jack  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  h is  g i r l  h aving  to  c le a n  up a f t e r  th e  
ca t when she got home?
9 .  One m orning, B ert was sta n d in g  around w ith  some p eo p le  
w atch in g  an apartm ent b u ild in g  th a t  was b urn in g  down. W hile 
w a tch in g , a man appeared a t  a  th ir d  s to r y  window and s ta r te d
to  y e l l  f o r  h e lp . Everyone th e r e  thought th a t  th ere  was so
much f i r e  th a t no one should go in to  th e  b u ild in g  and b e s id e s  
th e  f i r e  departm ent was on th e  way. When B ert s ta r te d  to  run  
in to  th e  b u ild in g , a  cou p le o f  men t r ie d  t o  hold  him back , but 
Bert broke away, ra n  in ,  and p u lle d  th e  man to  s a f e t y .  To 
what d eg ree  i s  B ert r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  th e  m an's l i f e  b e in g  
saved?
10. George was a t a dance h a l l  one n ig h t  s h o o t in g  p oo l w ith  h is  
fr ie n d  i n  a back room. Three men came in t o  th e back room and 
fo r  no apparent r e a so n  grabbed G eorge's f r ie n d  and s ta r te d  to  
h i t  him . A b ig  f i g h t  s ta r t e d , but George and h is  f r ie n d  were 
u nab le to  e sca p e . During th e  f i g h t ,  one o f  th e  men p u lle d  a 
k n ife  and came a t  George to  k i l l  him. George grabbed th e  
k n ife  and stabbed th e  man to  d ea th . To what degree i s  
George r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  th e  m an's death?
11. One n ig h t ,  w h ile  D avid  was e a t in g  a s te a k  f o r  supper, D a v id 's  
hungry dog was b e g g in g  fo r  some o f  th e  m eat. David had not 
fed  t h e  dog y e t .  When David f in is h e d  e a t in g ,  he l e f t  i n  a  
hurry w ith ou t f e e d in g  h is  dog and went to  a  nearby s to r e  to  
buy a  pack  o f  c i g a r e t t e s .  W hile David was gone, h i s  hungry 
dog a t e  some o f  th e  t a s t y  meat l e f t o v e r s .  To what d egree  i s  
David r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  h is  dog g e t t in g  some ta s ty  meat l e f t ­
o v ers  to  eat?
12. One day Ken was t a lk in g  to  a fr ie n d  on campus and asked  him 
to  come over l a t e r  f o r  a b e e r . On th e  way to  K en's a p a r t­
ment, h i s  f r ie n d 's  c a r  s t a l l e d  and h is  f r ie n d  had to  walk to  
a nearby gas s t a t i o n  to  g e t  some h e lp . To what d egree  i s  
Ken r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  h i s  f r i e n d ' s  ca r  s t a l l i n g  and h a v in g  to  
walk to  a gas s t a t i o n  fo r  some help?
A - 3  1 5 7
13. One n ig h t a f t e r  a  f o o t b a l l  game, w h ile  Fred was b r in g in g  
h is  d ate  home, F red 's  b roth er g o t in to  a f ig h t  and pushed  
a man in to  th e  s t r e e t .  The man was run over by a sp eed in g  
autom obile and was k i l l e d .  To what degree i s  Fred resp on s­
i b l e  fo r  th e  man b e in g  k i l le d ?
1*4-. Wes was b e in g  i n i t i a t e d  in to  a f r a t e r n i t y .  The f r a t e r n it y  
members t o ld  Wes he had to  spray some b lack  p a in t  on th e  
door o f  a r iv a l  f r a t e r n it y  house. When Wes s a i ld  no, th e  
f r a t e r n it y  members gathered  around Wes and t o ld  him th ey  
would shave h is  head and spray b la ck  p a in t  a l l  over h is  
c a r . Wes sprayed b lack  p a in t  on th e  door which had to  be 
r e p a in ted . To what degree i s  Wes r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  the door 
n eed in g  to  be rep a in ted ?
15• J e r r y ’s  la n d lo rd  le n t  J er ry  a fan  and to ld  J erry  not to  u se  
th e  a ir -c o n d it io n e r  because i t  needed to  be se r v ic e d  and i f  
i t  broke down i t  would be ex p en siv e  to  f i x .  That even in g  when 
i t  was not very  hot o u ts id e , a fr ie n d  came o v e r . In stea d  
o f  tu r n in g  on th e  fa n , Jerry  turned on th e  a ir -c o n d it io n e r  
which made h is  fr ie n d  com fortab le during th e  v i s i t .  To 
what degree i s  Jerry  r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  h is  fr ie n d  b ein g  
com fortab le  during th e  v i s i t ?
16 . One weekend when S c o tt  was a t  home v i s i t i n g  h i s  p a ren ts , 
S c o t t ' s  b ro th er  was on campus one n ig h t and saw two men 
attem p tin g  to  rape a yound c o -e d . S c o t t ' s  b ro th er  rushed  
o v er , chased  th e  men away, and saved the co -ed  from b e in g  
raped . To what degree i s  S c o tt  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e young 
co -ed  not b e in g  raped?
17 . Chuck had an o ld  ca r  which had very  poor b rak es. He was 
d r iv in g  h i s  g ir l f r ie n d  to  th e shopping c e n te r  one morning 
when th e  t r a f f i c  was p r e t ty  heavy . When he came to  a busy  
in t e r s e c t io n  he cou ld  not stop  th e  ca r  and ran in to  th e  
p ath  o f  a tru ck . Chuck's g i r l  was k i l l e d  in  th e  c o l l i s i o n .
To what degree i s  Chuck r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  h is  g i r l  b e in g  
k i l l e d  in  th e  c o l l i s i o n ?
18. One weekend, Jim wanted to  borrow h is  g i r l ' s  ca r  so th a t  he 
and some o f  h i s  f r ie n d s  cou ld  d r iv e  around fo r  a b ig  n ig h t  
on th e  town. J i m' s  g ir l f r ie n d  t o ld  Jim he co u ld  u se her  
ca r  i f  he changed th e  o i l  because she c o u ld n 't  r e a l ly  a ffo r d  
to  pay someone to  do i t  fo r  h er . Jim changed th e  o i l  which  
saved h is  g i r l  a l i t t l e  money. To what degree i s  Jim 
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  h is  g i r l  sa v in g  a l i t t l e  money?
19* Bob was working a t  a la r g e  apartm ent complex a s  a p a rt tim e  
c u sto d ia n . Bob se n t  a f e l lo w  worker to  f i n i s h  c le a n in g  th e  
swimming p o o l. On th e  way, th e  worker sp o tted  a l i t t l e  boy 
f a l l  in to  th e  p o o l and h i t  h i s  head on th e s id e  o f  th e  p o o l.  
The worker rushed over and saved th e  l i t t l e  boy from drown­
in g . To what degree i s  Bob r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  th e  l i t t l e  boy 
b e in g  saved from drowning?
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20. E a r l was w a lk in g  downtown w ith  some f r ie n d s  one n ig h t  and 
th e y  saw a brawl i n  an a l l y .  E arl a l l  o f  a sudden p ick ed  
up a  heavy p ip e  th a t  was la y in g  on th e  ground, rushed in to  
th e  b raw l, and k i l l e d  one o f  th e  men by sm ashing h i s  head 
i n  w ith  th e  p ip e . To what d egree i s  E a r l r e s p o n s ib le  fo r  
th e  man’ s death?
Key
1. J u s t i f i c a t i o n High P o s i t iv e
2 . A s s o c ia t io n Low N eg a tiv e
3 . Commission Low P o s i t iv e
4 . I n t e n t io n a l i t y Low N eg a tiv e
5 . F o r e s e e a b i l i t y High P o s i t iv e
6 . Commission High N eg a tiv e
7 . A s s o c ia t io n Low P o s i t iv e
8 . F o r e s e e a b i l i ty Low N eg a tiv e
9* I n t e n t io n a l i t y High P o s i t iv e
10 . J u s t i f i c a t i o n High N eg a tiv e
11. F o r e s e e a b i l i ty Low P o s i t iv e
12 . Commission Low N eg a tiv e
13- A s s o c ia t io n High N eg a tiv e
1^. J u s t i f i c a t i o n Low N eg a tiv e
15. I n t e n t io n a l i t y Low P o s i t iv e
16 . A s s o c ia t io n High P o s i t iv e
17. F o r e s e e a b i l i ty High N eg a tiv e
18. J u s t i f i c a t i o n Low P o s i t iv e
19- Commission High P o s i t iv e
20 . I n t e n t io n a l i t y High N eg a tiv e
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APPENDIX B
I n s tr u c t io n s  fo r  assignm ent 
o f r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  ta sk
I n s tr u c t io n s  fo r  a c to r s
You are b e in g  asked to  p a r t ic ip a te  in  a study th a t  i s  
concerned w ith  the degree to  which a p erson  h o n e stly  th in k s  
he i s  h im se lf  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what happens in  a v a r ie t y  o f  
s i t u a t io n s .  You w i l l  be asked  to  read 20 short s t o r i e s  th a t  
d e sc r ib e  some s i t u a t io n s  th a t  have in v o lv ed  a c tu a l p eo p le .
These s t o r ie s  w i l l  be shown to  you w ith  the s l id e  p r o je c to r  
and some exam ples are g iv e n  below.
When read in g  each s to r y , you are to  co n sid er  y o u r s e lf  to  
be or im agine th a t  you are th e  " cen tra l character"  and 
a c t u a l ly  in v o lv ed  in  each s i t u a t io n .  At the end o f  each  
s to r y , you are aked to in d ic a te  th e degree to  which you 
h o n e s t ly  th in k  th a t you are r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f i n a l l y  
happens. I f  you th in k  th a t  you are re sp o n s ib le  fo r  what 
f i n a l l y  happens, then th a t  means you m ight thank y o u r s e lf  
fo r  som ethin "good" th a t  happens or m ight blame y o u r s e lf  fo r  
som ething "bad" th a t happens to  v a ry in g  d eg rees. Two examples 
fo l lo w  and th e  degree to  which you th in k  th a t you are
r e sp o n s ib le  may range from Ofo to  IQOfo a s  shown in  th e  sca le
below .
o 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 4-5 50 55 6 o 65 70 75 80  85  90 95 100
1. Your su p erv iso r  to ld  you th a t you would not be recommended 
fo r  prom otion i f  you d id  not conduct th e fund r a i s in g  d r iv e  
fo r  th e Boys Club. You conducted th e  fund r a i s in g  drive  
and i t  was a s u c c e s s . To what degree are you re sp o n s ib le  
fo r  th e su c c ess  o f  th e  drive?
2 . You were c u t t in g  g r a ss  in  fr o n t  o f  your house. A rock g o t
in to  th e  mower and was thrown a c r o ss  th e yard and broke a
window in  th e  house n ex t door. To what degree are you 
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e  window b e in g  broken?
Story Number Answer 
1 _________
2
I f  you th in k  th a t you are not a t  a l l  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what 
f i n a l l y  happened, then  in d ic a te  Of a s  your answer. I f  you 
th in k  th a t you are t o t a l l y  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f i n a l l y  
happened, then  in d ic a te  lOOf as your answer. I f  you think  
th a t  you are only' p a r t i a l l y  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f i n a l l y  
happened, th en  in d ic a te  th e  degree to  which you h o n e s t ly  
th in k  th a t you are r e s p o n s ib le , fo r  example 15f or or QOf 
and so fo r th .
The 20 s t o r ie s  are numbered on the s l i d e s  and th e order  
o f  th e s t o r ie s  i s  shown in  th e l e f t  hand column on your answer 
sh e e t . P le a se  read each s to r y  very  c a r e f u l ly  tw ice  to amke 
sure you understand . Take your tim e and j u s t  t e l l  me when 
you want to  go to  th e  n ext s to r y . There are not any "right"  
or "wrong" answ ers. I  m erely want you to  in d ic a te  the degree  
to  which you h o n e stly  th in k  you are  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what 
f in a l ly  happens in  each c a s e , ^o make sure th e p r o je c to r  i s  
focused  p ro p erly  fo r  you, I w i l l  show you two s t o r ie s  a s  soon  
as you are ready. I f  you have any q u e s tio n s  a t  a l l ,  then  
p le a se  ask them and I w i l l  be happy to  answer them fo r  y o u .
Story Number Answer 
1
2
In s tr u c t io n s  fo r  ob serv ers
You are b e in g  asked to  p a r t ic ip a te  In  a study th a t i s  
concerned w ith  th e degree to  which a p erson  h o n e stly  th in k s  
o th er  p eop le  are r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what happens in  a v a r ie ty  
o f  s i t u a t io n s .  You w i l l  be asked to  read 20 sh ort s t o r ie s  
th a t d escr ib e  some s i t u a t io n s  th a t  have in v o lv ed  a c tu a l  
p eo p le . These s t o r ie s  w i l l  be shown to  you w ith  the s l i d e  
p ro jec to r  and some exam ples are g iv en  below .
When rea d in g  each s to r y , you are  to  c o n s id er  y o u r s e lf  
to  be or im agine th a t  you are a w itn e s s  to  each s i t u a t io n .
At the end o f  each s to r y , you are asked to  in d ic a te  th e degree  
to  which you h o n e s tly  th in k  th a t  th e " cen tra l character"  
i s  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f i n a l l y  happens. I f  you th in k  th a t  
th e c e n tr a l ch a ra cter  i s  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f in a l ly  happens, 
then  th a t means you m ight thank him fo r  som ethin  "good" 
th a t happens or might blame him fo r  som ethin "bad" th a t  
happens to  vary in g  d eg rees . Two exam ples fo llo w  and th e  
degree to  which you th in k  th e c e n tr a l  ch a ra c te r  i s  r e sp o n s ib le  
may range from Ofo to  100% a s  shown in  the s c a le  below.
o 5 10 15 20 25 30  35 4o 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90  95 100
1. M ich a e l's  su p erv iso r  to ld  him th a t  he would not be 
recommended fo r  prom otion i f  he did  not conduct th e fund 
r a is in g  d r ive  fo r  th e  Boys C lub. M ichael conducted th e  
fund r a is in g  d r iv e  and i t  was a s u c c e s s . To what degree  
i s  M ichael r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e  su cc e ss  o f  th e d rive?
2. P erry was c u t t in g  g ra ss  in  fr o n t  o f  h is  h ouse. A rock  got  
in to  th e  mower and was thrown a cr o ss  th e yard and broke a 
window in  the house next door. To what degree i s  P erry
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r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  th e window b ein g  broken? 
Story Number Answer 
1
2
I f  you th in k  th a t th e  c e n tr a l ch a ra c ter  i s  not a t  a l l  
r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f i n a l l y  happened, th en  in d ic a te  Of as  
your answer. I f  you th in k  th a t th e  c e n tr a l  ch a ra cter  i s  
t o t a l l y  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f i n a l l y  happened, then  in d ic a te  
XOQf as your answer. I f  you th in k  th a t th e  c e n tr a l ch a ra cter  
I s  on ly  p a r t ia l l y  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f i n a l l y  happened, then  
in d ic a te  th e degree to  which you h o n e stly  th in  th a t the  
c e n tr a l ch a ra c ter  i s  r e s p o n s ib le , fo r  example 15^ or ^5f or 
dOf> and so fo r th .
The 20 s t o r ie s  are numbered on the s l i d e s  and th e order 
o f the s t o r ie s  i s  shown in  th e  l e f t  hand column on your  
answer s h e e t . P le a se  read each s to r y  very  c a r e fu l ly  tw ice  
to  make sure you understand . Take your tim e and ju s t  t e l l  
me when you want to  go to  th e next s to r y . There are not 
any "right" or "wrong" answ ers. I m erely want you to  in d ic a te  
th e degree to  which you h o n e s tly  th in k  the c e n tr a l ch a ra cter  
i s  r e sp o n s ib le  fo r  what f i n a l l y  happens in  each c a s e . To 
make sure th e  p r o je c to r  i s  focu sed  p ro p erly  fo r  you, I  w i l l  
show you two s t o r ie s  a s  soon as you are ready. I f  you have 
any q u e stio n s  a t  a l l ,  th en  p le a se  ask them and I w i l l  be 
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APPENDIX D
I n s tr u c t io n s  fo r  perform ing  
th e c l e r i c a l  ta sk
The f i r s t  ta sk  I would l ik e  you to  perform i s  a c l e r i c a l  
ta sk . The ta sk  re q u ir e s  th a t  you copy the marks on t h i s  IBM 
sh eet onto t h i s  blank IBM sh e e t  ( th e  E w i l l  p o in t  to the s h e e t s ) .  
However, ju s t  to make the ta sk  a l i t t l e  more d i f f i c u l t  so th a t  
you w i l l  have to co n cen tra te  a l i t t l e  more, you w i l l  o n ly  be 
ab le to  se e  th e sh e e ts  by lo o k in g  in  the m irrors because o f  
t h i s  p a r t i t io n .  Now, th e  o b je c t  o f  the ta sk  i s  to copy 
c o r r e c t ly  as many marks a s p o s s ib le  in  a two-m inute p e r io d .
The purpose o f  t h i s  ta sk  i s  m erely to  determ ine the average  
number o f  marks th a t  p eop le  can copy c o r r e c t ly  in  a two- 
minute p e r io d . In  a l a t e r  experim ent, the average number o f  
marks cop ied  c o r r e c t ly  can be compared to  th e  average number 
o f  marks cop ied  c o r r e c t ly  by p eo p le  who are b e in g  d is tr a c te d  
by tape reco rd in g s  o f  p e o p le 's  v o ic e s  a s in  an o f f i c e  s e t t in g .  
Are th ere  any q u e stio n s?  Now, b e fo re  we b e g in , you can have 
two m inutes to  p r a c t ic e  ( th e  S w i l l  be g iv en  a two-minute 
p r a c t ic e  s e s s io n ) . Now, are you ready to  b eg in ?  I  w i l l  t e l l  
you when your two m inutes are up. Take your tim e and work 
c a r e f u l ly ,  but tr y  to  copy c o r r e c t ly  as many marks as you 
p o s s ib ly  can .
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APPENDIX E
A n a ly s is  o f  varian ce  ta b le  fo r  th e dependent v a r ia b le  AR
Source d f
Between-Ss 59
R o le -fo cu s (RF) 2
Ss /  RF 57
W ithin-Ss 1140
L ev el (L) 4
Valence (V) 1
I n te n s ity  ( I ) 1
L x V 4
L x I 4
V x I 1
L x V x I 4
RF x L 8
RF x V 2
RF x I 2
RF x L x V 8
RF x L x I 8
RF x V x I 2
RF x L x V x I 8
R esidual 1083
T o ta l 1199
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